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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Nature and Scope of the Study 
Nature of the investigation.-- This study is an attempt 
to determine the extent to which the changing of admission 
requirements for Boston University Junior College has 
affected the character (make-up) of the student population 
as measured by selected, standardized objective tests. It 
involves the use of total and sub-test s cores for each of 
three psychological tests as well as Intelligence Quotient 
scores for a fourth. Two samples drawn from_the Junior 
College student population before and after the recent 
change in admission requirements will be described and 
critical ratios will be computed to determine the significance 
of differences between the means of the two samples for each 
of the tests. The same test scores and procedures will be 
used to examine the significance of differences between the 
means of transfer groups from each of the samples. 
It is hoped that this study will be of some assistance 
to the Junior College Administration in assessing the value 
and appropriateness of present Junior Col lege curriculum 
for the type of students now being admitted to the school. 
Further, it is hoped that this study will be of assistance 
in the evaluation of present methods used in the selection 
of students for transfer to the College of General Education 
and the School of Education during the freshman year. 
Scope of the inquiry.-- This investigation will be 
limited to a study of two Boston University Junior College 
classes. The class graduated in June of 1953 was the last 
class of the Junior College Division of the College of 
General Education. The class to be graduated in June of 
1954 is the first class to be admitted to the Junior College 
since its establishment as a separate school within the 
University. 
For purposes of this study only those students will be 
selected in the samples for whom the following data are 
available: 
1. The Ohio State University Psychological Test (Form 21) 
Same Opposites Score 
Analogies Score 
Reading Comprehension Score 
Total Score 
2. The Cooperative English Test C2: Reading Comprehension 
(Form TJ 
Vocabulary Score 
Speed of Comprehension Score 
Level of Comprehension Score 
Total Score 
3. The California Test of Mental Maturity Advanced 1947 
or 1950 Short Form 
Non Language Intelligence Quotient Score 
Language Intelligence Quotient Score 
Total Intelligence Quotient Score 
4. The Revised Minnesota Paper Form Board Test (Series MA) 
Total Score 
The Boston University O££ice o£ Admissions administers 
the Ohio State University Psychological Test (Form 21) and 
the Cooperative Reading Comprehension Test (Form C2T) to 
all Junior College applicants. The Junior College Guidance 
Department administers the California Test of Mental 
Maturity (Advanced 1947 or 1950 Short Form) and the Revised 
Minnesota Paper Form Board Test (Series MA) to all entering 
~ 
£reshmen. The results of these four tests are available as 
part of the students' cumulative record on file in the 
Guidance Department of the Junior College. 
Setting of the Study 
Physical and philosophical development of the Boston 
University Junior College.-- Because the Junior College was 
established only recently by the University, and in view 
of the unique nature of the College and its relationship to 
the College of General Education and the rest o£ the 
University, it would seem appropriate. to preface the main 
body of this study with a review of the development of the 
Junior College. 
Boston University Junior College is today a direct 
outgrowth of the College of General Education. · Judson R. 
11 Butler, Dean of the College of General Education and the 
Junior College wrote the following shortly after the establish-
ment of the College of General Education: 
"The program proposed and inaugurated by 
President Daniel 1. Marsh, through the establishment 
of Boston University General College, is one attempt 
to restore collegiate training to meaningful and 
intelligent unity. The doors of the College were 
opened in September, 1946 •••• students were selected on 
the basis of school record and scholastic-aptitude 
tests •••• Using such standardized tests as the Ohio 
State, a standing at or above the 80th percentile on 
the twelfth grade norms constituted the usual minimum 
requirement •••• 
"Its program differs widely from that of most 
liberal-arts or professional colleges, in which the 
student chooses his courses of study from a wide 
variety offered in many different fields. Instead, 
the two.year curriculum, of the General College, fol-
lowed in toto by all students, includes material from 
five broad areas of human interest: science, social 
science, English and literature, guidance, and history 
and government. These are taught without reference to 
the lines of demarcation which normally set off one 
subject from another •••• 
"This more natural method of presentation neither 
precludes thoroughness nor necessitates a superficial 
survey approach. Systems of knowledge are developed 
rather than the acquisition of mere isolated facts and 
techniques. In contrast to the subject-matter or 
conventional approach, the purpose of General Education 
is to equip the student with a wide understanding of 
the world about him and the social system in which he 
lives, rather than with a detailed, but more or less 
isolated, knowledge ·of certain particular subjects. 
As a natural corollary, emphasis is placed on the 
ability to think clearly and logically •••• this method 
of integration is effective in enriching the curriculum 
fcJudson R. Butler, "A General Education Program in Action," 
chool ~Society, 65, May 3, 1947, pp. 321-326. 
and in broadening the student's knowledge and under-
standing •••• " y 
General education has been defined by Johnson as "e••• 
that part of education which i$ concerned with the common 
knowledge, skills and attitudes needed by each individual 
to be effective as a person, a member of a family, and 
worker, and a citizen." y 
Butts refers to general education as"···· the 
development of the individual and all of his powers; and 
the orientation of that individual toward contemporary 
society and its needs." 
v The Harvard Committee describes general education as 
" •••• 
that part of a student's whole education which looks 
first of all to his life as a responsible being and citizen." 
The uniqueness of the program offered at the College 
of General Education (and the Junior College) is not to be 
found in objectives but rather in the methods utilized to 
accomplish the objectives of general education--teaching 
without reference to traditional subject matter lines of 
l/B. Lamar Johnson, General Education In Action, American 
rrouncil on Education, Washington, 1952, p. 20. 
2/R. Freeman Butts, A Cultural History Q! Education, McGraw 
R'ill, New York, 1947, p.· 653. 
3/General Education in ~ Free Societr, Report of the Harvard 
trommittee, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1945, p. 51. 
demarcation; the fusion and careful integration of knowledge 
from all fields. 
In 1949, three years after the founding of the College 
of General Education, the University established a Junior 
College Division of the College of General Education. The 
.!1 Division is described in a Boston University Bulletin as 
follows: 
"The Junior College Division was set up •••• to 
provide an opportunity for advanced study in general 
education to a considerable body of young men and 
women whose immediate college requirements previously 
had not been fully recognized or adequately met. 
"Many of our most promising secondary school 
graduates have been automatically cut off from further 
liberal or general education because of the rigid 
requirements of many colleges •••• Not infrequently, 
•••• (many of these students) have failed to measure 
up to their capabilities, academically, because of 
immaturity, of some reading or mathematical handicap 
or because of extra-curricular activities or their 
social disposition. 
ttThe Junior College Division, being an integral 
part of the General College, shares the same faculty 
•••• In the Junior College Division and the General 
College the aims and methods are identical. In both 
Divisions students follow the same general outlines 
•••• In accordance with sound educational practice, 
the course of study in the Junior College Division is 
modified only for purposes of adapting it more 
adequately to the present needs of the student body •••• 
"Since the Junior College program closely 
parallels that in the other Division, a student may be 
transferred, without loss of time or credit, to the 
1/Boston University Bulletin, Volume XXXIX, January 25, 
1950, Number 3, Boston University Press, pp. 54-56. 
General College program whenever he 
to carry the work successfully •••• 
the student in whichever program is 
his educational needs." 
proves his ability 
The aim is to place 
better adapted to 
Housed in the same buildings, sharing the same faculty 
and following a program of studies very closely related to 
the College of General Education program, promising Junior 
College Division students were easily selected and 
transferred to the College of General Education at appropriate 
intervals. However, due largely to the success of the 
Junior College Division in preparing most of its students 
for transfer, increased Junior College Division enrollment 
soon made it obvious that the two schools would need 
separate facilities in order to function efficiently. 
Furthermore, the University came to recognize that it could 
extend the benefits of general education to an even larger 
body of potential students by adopting more liberal entrance 
requirements for the Junior College Division and at the 
same time strengthening the terminal offerings of the 
Junior College Division. 
Thus, having started in 1949 as a branch of the College 
of General Education offering a functional general education 
program to a different group of entering students, the 
Junior College Division was separated from the parent 
College and given independent status in 1952 under the 
name of Boston University Junior College. 
11 A recent University Bulletin describes the Junior 
College: 
"In purpose and spirit the Junior College has had 
a distinct character from the very first. The program 
of study has been closely geared to the particular 
needs of individual students as displayed by tests, 
and well-defined analyses of abilities and achievement 
level. 
"The core curriculum in general education is 
retained in the new College as one of four major pro-
grams, and serves to provide the basic training irt 
general education for the companion offerings in 
vocational subjects. The privilege of transfer to the 
College of General Education is still available to 
those students who qualify. The new emphasis and the 
addition of the new program, ho\"rever, will · enable. the 
College to serve the interests of several different 
groups ..... 
"Junior College students come from many different 
states and a number of foreign countries, although the 
majority are from Boston and nearby cities and towns 
•••• Specifically the College is adapted . to meet the 
needs of several special groups: 
1. Students who prefer a two-year college program •••• 
2. Students who wish additional vocational and 
educational guidance before committing themselves 
to a particular program of studies and a given 
vocation •••• 
J. Students whose reading speed and comprehension, 
because of faulty reading habits, are not up to 
the level of their potential academic ability •••• 
4. Secondary school graduates whose course of 
instruction may not have met the formal require-
ments for college entrance •••• 
"Admission requirements are designed to select 
1/Boston University Bulletin, Volume XLII, February 27, 
1953, Number 5, Boston University Press, pp. 12-37. 
those students most likely to profit from a college 
program •••• Each applicant will be considered 
individually on the basis of character, personality, 
and general ability as shown by (1) trans¢ript of 
record and (2) principal's recommendation. Scholastic 
aptitude tests administered following application will 
be used for student guidance." 
A general education program patterned after that of the 
College of General Education is offered to all Junior 
College freshmen. At the end of the first and second 
semesters of the freshman year, qualified students are 
transferred to the College of General Education and the 
School of Education. Sophomore students may select one of 
the f ollowing programs of study: 
1. General Education 
2. Ac counting 
3. Marketing 
4. Industrial Technology 
While sophomore students may elect to continue their 
education after the Jtmior College, the programs offered 
are considered terminal by the Junior College. 
Justification for the Study 
Transfer procedures.-- One of the primary objectives 
of the Junior College is the selection of those students 
qualified to go on for further training in a senior 
college--specifically the College of General Education and 
the School of Education within Boston University. In 
attempting to select those students best qualified for 
transfer many criteria have been utilized by the Junior 
College faculty. 
10 
No rigid transfer requirements were established by the 
Junior College Division for the class of 1953. The faculty, 
working with students in two schools--the Junior College 
Division and the College of General Education, was in a 
good position to assess the student's work and to compare 
him to others in both Divisions and to recommend transfer 
to the appropriate program in view of the student's 
achievement. Transfer was effected trrough a majority vote 
of an individual's subject matter teachers and his guidance 
counselor. In general a C plus to B minus average for the 
current semester's work with at least a B in composition 
was required of those students transferred from the class of 
1953 to the College of General Education. 
Upon its establishment as an independent college, the 
Junior College prescribed the following requirements for 
iJ 
transfer, applicable to the class of 1954: 
"Requirements for Transfer for the First Semester 
1. Three categories shall be establiShed. 
2. Category I. This category requires that in all of 
J)"Policy, Rules, and Regulations, Junior College," 1953. 
11 
his core courses a freshman student receive a grade 
of B- or better (8 honor points in each course). 
Transfer is automatic in this category. 
3. Category II. This category requires the freshman 
student to have achieved a B average (an 8.95 point 
average) in his core courses. A stude~t in this 
category shall transfer upon recommendation by his 
team and approval by the review board. 
4. Category III. Transfer of sophomore students shall 
be made on recommendation of the team and review 
board only." 
The word "core" as used above refers to those courses 
integral to the various degree programs. The word "team" 
as used above refers to the team of instructors in vari ous 
subject matter areas, who all teach the same group of students. 
Since qualified students are also transferred at the end 
of the second semester, the following criteria were 
. y 
established for year-end transfer: 
"Requirements for transfer at the close of the 
freshman year. 
1. Three categories snall be established. 
2. Category I. A student who receives a year-end 
grade of B- (8.0) or better in each course is 
eligible for automatic transfer. 
3. Category II. A student who has a B average (8.95 
grade points or better) based on year-end grades 
shall qualify in this category for transfer upon 
recommendation of his team. 
4. Category III. A student whose grades for the 
second semester are B (9.0) or better in all courses 
but whose year-end grades do not qualify him for 
categories I or II may be recommended for transfer 
by his team." 
1/Recommendation of Junior College Academic Standards 
Committee approved by Faculty Assembly, March 5, 1953. 
12· 
)lith the establishment of categorical requirements, the 
/,1 
Junior College formaliz:ed transfer. This step was a natural 
1: 
one based on three years of experience with informal 
transfer procedures. It should be noted that the process 
was made even more formal in September of 1954 when t he 
facul ty voted to do away with the automatic transfer 
category. Beginning with the class of 1955 all transfer 
will be subject to team recommendation and review board 
approval. 
The results of this study and s~veral others now in 
progress should be of assistance to the faculty and 
a&ninistration in establishing in the near future certain 
objective test scores as part of the requirements f or 
transfer. 
Admissions requirements and procedures.-- In many 
respects the selection of students for transfer to the 
College of General Education and the School of Education 
is similar to the original process of selection carried on 
by the University Admissions Office for these two schools. 
The Admissions office in accepting a student to the 
Junior College is in essence stating .either that this 
student is not senior college material or that while there 
is no conclusive evidence of academic achievement available 
13 
at the time of admission there are indications of the 
academic potential necessary for successfully completing 
four years of college. In recommending a student for 
transfer to the College of General Education or the School 
of Education the Junior College is in essence saying that 
there is now additional evidence available in the form of 
achievement at the Junior College to warrant the student's 
undertaking a four-year program of studies~ 
Students were admitted to the Junior College Division, 
class of 1953, provided their scores on the admissions tests 
did not fall below the following minimums:!/on the Ohio 
State Psychological Test all scores should average at the 
thirtieth percentile using National College Freshman Norms; 
on the Cooperative Reading Comprehension Test Form C2T all 
scores should average at the twenty-fifth percentile using 
National College Freshman Norms; on College Entrance 
Examination Boards, scores should average three hundred. 
However, in considering applicants for the Junior 
College class of 1954, no minimum scores were established. 
As a result the class of 1954 is a much more heterogeneous 
group of students than was the class of 1953. 
The successful transfer of Junior College Division and 
Junior College students to the College of General Education 
1 Statement by Donald 1. Oliver, Director of Admissions, 
oston University, personal interview. · 
(and thence to other senior colleges} and to the School of' 
Education as evidenced by their graduation from these 
schools appears to add f'urther weight to the evidence 
already available concerning the importance of non-
intellectual factors in determining academic performance 
y' . y 
such as were reported by Borow, and Heaton and Weedon. 
The literature is replete with studies of college 
entrance requirements and their relationship to academic 
· v 
success. Burkhard, in reviewing the results of an 
experimental program at Brown, stresses the importance of' 
factors other than test P.erformance in predicting success !±1 . 
in college. Carrothers makes a strong plea for the 
consideration of interest, maturity, health, knowledge, 
skills, and competence in addition to skills in the 
lJHenry Borow, "Current Problems in the Prediction of 
'trollege Performance," Journal of the American Association of' 
College Registrars, 1946, 22, pp."""Ii;-26 .. 
a/Kenneth L. Heaton and Vivian Weedon, The Failing Student, 
The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1939, 286 p. 
lfR. V. Burkhard, "Breach in the College Entrance Barricade," 
Clearing House, April 1948, 22, pp. 476-7. 
4./G. E. Carrothers, "Criteria f'or Selecting College Students," 
~ulletin of the National Association of Secondary School 
Principal5; April 1946, 30, pp. 85-91-.-
15 
selection of students. 
1/ y v 
Aikin, Gardner, and Diederich 
point to the lack of any relationship between the mere 
accumulation of a specified number of high school units and 
success in college. 
y 
Henry S. Dyer studied admissions procedures for 
twenty-five colleges. He found that they could be classi-
fied as "Screening Systems" or "Weighing Systems." In the 
former, the applicants are required to meet certain pre-
established minimal requirements in each of several areas, 
such as units of study, languages, mathematics, principal's 
report, and entrance tests. In the weighing system there 
are no pre-established minimal requirements . Instead, each 
requirement is weighted so that an inferior secondary 
school record may be offset by superior entrance test 
Jj\'1. M .. Aikin, The StorV of the Eight-Year Study, Adventure 
in American Education, oi7 ~Harper ~others, New York, 
!9'42. 
g/D. H. Gardner, Student Personnel Service , Evaluation of 
Higher Institutions , Vol. V, University of Chicago Press, 
1936. 
2JP. B. Diederich, "Abolition of Subject Requirements for 
Admission to College ," School Review, September 1949, 57, 
pp. 364-70. 
4/Henry s. Dyer, "The Role of Board Tests in Admissions, 
P'lacement and Guidance," The College Board Review, 17, May 
1952, pp. 266-273. ---
results. It is apparent that the weighing system all ows 
for more heterogeneity in background and training of the 
applicant. 
The results of this study of the Junior College may 
be of assistance in the evaluation of present methods of 
selecting students for admission to the various senior 
colleges of Boston University. 
16. 
Summary 2f the problem.-- The physical separation of 
the Junior College from the College of General Education; 
the curriculum modifications and the addition of new 
program offerings by the Junior College; and the modifica-
tion of admission requirements first by the old Junior 
College Division and recently by the newly established 
Junior College raise at least five basic questions. 
1. To what extent have these changes affected the 
make-up of the student population of the Junior 
College? 
2. Are the students selected for transfer to the 
College of General Education and the School of 
Education of the same academic potential as those 
who were transferred before these changes were 
effected? 
3. Can objective test scores be utilized in 
establishing a more effective selection of students 
17 
for transfer? 
4. Are the programs now being offered by the Junior 
College on a level suited to the academic potential 
of students now being admitted to the College? 
5. Are the results of Junior College Division research 
and experience directly applicable to the new Junior 
College? 
This study is aimed at suggesting answers for questions 
one, two, and five above. Although questions three and four 
will not be answered directly, it is hoped that this study 
will provide a basis for further research aimed directly at 
them. 
Specifically, this study is concerned with a statisti-
cal description of samples of one hundred students each, 
one drawn from the Junior College Division class of 1953 
and the other from the Junior College class of 1954. Using 
selected objective test scores, an examination will be made 
of the significance of any differences found between the 
means of the two samples. The same procedures will be 
f ollowed for those transfer students in each class sample. 
The class samples will be described as of their entrance to 
t he Junior College. The transfer samples will include only 
those students who qualified for transfer during the 
freshman year. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Related Studies y 
Introduction.-- Martorana and Williams in a recent 
study compare junior college transfer students with senior 
college students at the State College of Washington. They y 2/ . W' 
cite similar studies by Rodes, Grossman, Siemens, 21 §/ 
Fitchtenbaum, and Gerberich and Kerr, all pointing to 
the success of junior college transfer students. As stated 
1/S. V. Martorana and L. L. Williams, "Academic Success of 
Junior College Transfers at The State College of Washington," 
Junior College Journal, XXIV, March 1954, pp. 402-415. 
2/H. P. Rodes , "Successful Transfer in Engineering, " Junior 
College Journal, XX, November 1949, pp. 121-127. · 
3/D. A. Grossman, "Junior College Transfer at Illinois," 
!unior College Journal, IV, IJ!arch 1934, pp. 297-303. . 
4/C. H. Siemens, "Predicting Success of Transfer Students," 
Junior College Journal, XIV , September 1943, pp. 24-26. 
5/M. Fichtenbaum, "Junior College Graduates vs. Senior 
~ollege Juniors," American Association of Collegiate 
Registrars Bulletin, XVI, January 1941, p. 154. 
§/J. R. Gerberich and F. L. Kerr, "Success of Transfers at 
the University of Arkansas," Junior College Journal , VI, 
June 1936, pp. 180-185. 
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previously, this study is not aimed at comparing junior and 
senior college students or at comparing transfer and non-
transfer students. It is concerned only with a description 
and comparison of two junior college classes. 
A search of the literature reveals literally thousands 
of correlation studies, prediction studies, and follow-up 
studies. However, this particular study is none of these. 
Being as it is, more or less a pilot study, it is difficult 
to find related research that should be reviewed at this time. 
Similar studies usually are not published or otherwise 
readily available to researchers. While the findings may 
well represent significant contributions to knowledge, 
they are not such that generalizations and implications are 
applicable to other than the peculiar situations and 
circumstances surrounding a particular study. Therefore, 
this chapter shall be limited to a review of studies 
directly related to this one in that they too are studies 
of the Boston University Junior College. y 
Junior College Division Follow-up.-- Archer completed 
a follow-up study of Junior College Division students who 
had graduated, transferred or withdrawn from the college 
§{"Follow-up Study of Boston University Junior College 
tudents," unpublished study by Elizabeth Archer, Boston 
University School of Education, 1953. 
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between the years 1949 and 1952. A total of 902 question-
naires were mailed, with a return of 275 or 30.5 per cent. 
11 
Table 1 indicates that approximately three fourths of the 
students making returns are continuing or have continued 
their education. 
Table 1. Present Status of Former Junior College 
Division Students Based on a Total of 
302 Follow-up Replies 
Present Status Number Per Cent 
(1) (2} (3) 
Continued education •••••••• 224 74 
In service •••••• • •••••••••• 40 13 
Employed--full time ......... 35 11 
Employed--part time ......... 31 10 
y 
Table 2 presents the distribution of those students 
who have continued their education beyond the Junior 
College level. 
1/Archer, 212.• 'cit., p~ 7. 
y'Loc. ill• 
Table 2. Distribution of the 224 Former Junior 
College Division Students Who Have 
Continued Their Education 
College Number Per Cent 
(1) (2) (3} 
Boston University 
a. School of Public Rela-
tions and Communications.... 106 47 
b. College of Liberal Arts..... 23 10 
c. College of Business 
Administration.............. 14 6 
d. School of Education......... 22 10 
e. School of Law............... 9 4 
f. College of Practical 
Arts and Letters............ 3 1 
Other Schools and Colleges..... 47 20 
It should be noted that many of the students who 
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continued their education would be included in a study of 
College of General Education graduates inasmuch as they 
transferred from the Junior College Division to the College 
of General Education and thence to the College of Liberal 
Jj 
Arts or other senior college. Perhaps Table 3 presents a 
more accurate picture, at least of Junior College Division 
graduates. 
Yill!!·, P• 9. 
Table 3. Comparison Between 109 Junior College 
Graduates and 109 General College 
Graduates Regarding Their Present 
College Status 
College 
(1} 
Per Cent 
of Junior 
College 
Division 
Students 
( 2) 
Boston University 
a. School of Public Rela-
tions and Communications •• 63 
b. College of Liberal Arts ••• 0 
c. College of Business 
Administration •••••••••••• 3 
d. School of Education ••••••• 5 
e. School of Law ••••••••••••• 0 
f. College of Practical Arts 
and Letters ••••••••••••••• 2 
Other Schools and Colleges ••• 13 
Per Cent 
of College 
of General 
Education 
Students 
( 3) 
22 
19 
10 
12 
8 
1 
13 
22 
y 
First Junior College Division Class.-- Table 4, taken 
from a report on the Junior College Division class admitted 
i n 1949, compares junior with senior division students of 
the College of General Education. The differences in 
admissions criteria are apparent from the data presented. 
1 John H. lynn and Arthur K. Littlefield, "Report On The 
tudents Entering the Junior College Division in 1949," 
unpublished report to the chairman of the Guidance 
Department, 1951, p. 3. 
Table 4. Comparison of Junior College Division 
and Regularly Enrolled Students on a Basis 
of Average Scores, Average Percentiles, 
and Ranges Obtained on College Freshmen 
Levels of the Ohio State University 
Psychological Test and American Council 
on Education Examinations (1949} 
•1' 
Division and Test Mean Per- Range 
centile 
osu 
Junior College 66.57 45 105-30 
Senior College 94.$5 70 140-55 
C2T 
Junior College 53.73 34 78-36 
Senior College 62.52 63 $4-41 . 
ACE 
Junior College 100.15 45 145-55 
Senior College 122.01 75 160-85 
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Evaluation of Junior Division Sophomore Program.-- In 
1951, Littlefiel~completed a comprehensive study of the 
Junior College Division Sophomore Program. Littlefield's 
study concerns itself (1) with an appraisal of the 
characteristics of the group in terms of objective test 
performance; (2} with a comparison of Junior Division data 
with data on a sample of General College students and with 
national norms for the various objective tests; (3} with an 
fi{A. K. Littlerield, "An Evaluation of the Junior College 
lvision Sophomore Program," unpublished report to the 
Junior College Division Policy Committee, 1951. 
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attempt to evaluate the findings and postulate some causal 
factors for over-all characteristics of the Junior Divisionv 
Following is a summary of the report: 
JJ 
Interestse-- The data when summarized shows 
essentially personal-social interests as marked character-
istics of the groupe 
"Coupled with a fair showing of linguistic 
(Literary) and clerical interests, these findings 
tend to support and partially explain the business 
leanings, especially for the fields of sales, 
purchasing, public relations and personnel, of many 
of the students. The very strength of the social 
service and persuasive interests indicated has also 
probably served as a source of frustration to a 
number of the students, directing and causing them 
to fixate their vocational and educational planning 
on such fields as law, medicine, social work and 
teaching, for which they lacked other qualifications 
or . the necessary academic achievement. The low 
mechanical interest manifested by the majority has 
also limited the training opportunities which might 
have served to assist in vocational planning of many 
terminal students." 
Intelligence.-- Two tests of general intelligence were y 
used in this study--the California Mental Maturity and 
Examination of the 
v 
the Army General Classification Test. 
various findings suggests the following: 
ytittlefield, Q.E. cit., pp. 7-8. 
Yibid., P· 8. 
l/!2!£., PP• 12-14v 
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"1. The Sophomore Junior Division average of 
intellectual abilities, as measured by these 
tests, is clearly superior to that of the over-
all general population. (67%ile (sic.) Calif. 
M.M. and 93%ile A.G.C.T.) (sic.) 
2. Sophomore Junior College-ITivision students 
approximate the national college avera~e in I.Q. 
according to the Calif. M.M. (Total 45%ile) and 
are clearly superior to the college average on 
the A.G.C.T. (75%ile). (sic.} 
3. Both sophomore divisiOns--Junior College and 
General College--appear equal in non-language 
abilities as measured by the Calif. M.M. On 
these they are somewhat above average for the 
General population (58%-60%ile) but below averaae 
for the national college standards (30%-35%iles}. 
4 . Both the Junior College Division and the 
College of General Education are better in 
language than non-language factors as measured 
by the Calif. M.M. 
5. \fJhile both the Junior and General College 
excel in language functions on the Calif. M.M., 
the latter are, as a group, considerably superior 
to the Junior College Division •••• 
"It may be that the A.G.C.T. demands less 
abstractive ability than the Calif. M. M., and 
tasks involving theory and abstractive function-
ing do not seem to be met with either high favor 
or success by most Junior College students. In 
addition the linguistic factor may be more 
important in the Calif. M.M. and more disturbing 
to the students." 
While both the Junior College and the General College 
11 
students show a linguistic superiority, the " •••• character-
istic that most distinctly separates the College of General 
Education and Junior College Division students is marked 
absolute superiority of the former on linguistic factors •••• " 
1/Ibid., p. 14. 
11 
Littlefield points out that this ".~ •• raises the 
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possibility that the superiority of language over non-
language I.Q. might greatly enhance an individual's chance 
of scholastic success." However, on statistically examining 
all Junior College Division students to determine the 
relationship of linguistic superiority to academic success 
(as measured by Grade Point Index) Littlefieldyconcludes: 
"These results indicate that there is little 
statistically-significant or practical difference 
between the Junior College Division sophomores who 
are superior in Language I.Q. over those who are 
superior in Non-Language I.Q~ in their scholastic 
achievement within the Junior College." 
2/ 
Littlefield continues that £urther statistical exam-
inations of total California Mental Maturity Intelligence. 
Quotients and grade point indices 
" •••• tend to clearly confirm that there is practically 
no relationship for total I.Q.'s of Sophomore Junior 
Division students and their scholastic achievement 
within the division. LA similar examination using the 
Army General Classification Test scores yielded7 •••• a 
mild, positive, correlation ( .33), the standard' error 
of the coefficient was relatively large (.1079), and 
renders this degree of correlation subject to question 
as to its worth." 
Special abilities.-- With the general failure of 
!/Ibid., p. 15. 
y'Ibid., p • 17. 
.l/Ibid., p .. 19. 
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available measures of general ability to predict success or 
failure in the Junior College Division, Littlefield1/ 
examined results of the Ohio State Psychological Examination, 
American Council on Education Psychological Examination, 
and Cooperative English--Form C2T, to determine whether 
there could be a relationship between reading skills and 
grade achievement in the Junior College Division. The most 
notable features are: 
"1. The vast majority of the College of General 
Education students are superior not only to Junior 
Division students but to the national norms as well--
only in one test does even the lowest quartile of 
General College students reach or fall below the 
national median and in only 3 subtests does the top 
quartile of Junior Division students edge the lowest 
quartile of General College students. 
2~ The Junior Division student's averages are below 
the national medians and all but one subtest (ACE 
Quantitative). On three subtests the lowest quartile 
of Junior Division students reaches or exceeds the 
lowest quartile of the national norms. 
3. Reading skills represent the lowest group of 
abilities for both Junior Division and General 
Education students. The General Education students 
exceed the national medians on these skills, however, 
averaging better than two-thirds of all students in 
the national norms on these functions. The highest 
quartile of JCD students, on the other hand, do not 
reach even to national median. 
4. Except for reading comprehension, the JCD students 
do not fall too far from the national standards on 
untimed tests (e.g., S-O and A on the o.s.u.). Con-
versely, if the Q score on the ACE is excluded, the 
JCD students are weak when confronted by time pressure 
1/Ibid., pp. 22-23. 
testing." 
To determine the predictive value of these tests, a 
study was made in which achievement of Junior College 
Division students transferred to General College was com-
pared with General College students transferred to the 
Junior Division, and a study was made of failures and 
drop-outs . 
Littlefield concludes: !I 
" •••• the percentage of JCD students achieving at a 
sufficiently high level to be transferred to the 
College of General Education who achieved either the 
50th or 25th percentile on the General College norms 
of the various scholastic aptitude tests was notably 
lower in every instance than the percentage of CGE 
freshmen achieving at a sufficiently low level as to 
be dropped to the Junior College Division or placed 
on probation. This suggests that either the highest 
achievement in the Junior Division is beneath the 
level of the lowest achievement in the College of 
General Education or that the scholastic aptitude 
test scores of these individuals are poor predictors 
of their academic attainments. Because of relative 
s uccess of the transfers, particularly first term 
f reshmen transfers, last year, the first hypothesis 
does not appear completely tenable. The view that 
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the scholastic aptitude tests have failed as scholastic 
predictors, at least for the cases under study is 
re-enforced by the percentages found in the drop-out 
and probation groups. Between 16% and 47% of all 
drops were above the CGE median on the various sub-
tests and between 17% and 50% of all probationary 
students were above the CGE 50th percentile, and 
between 50 and 83% above the 25th percentile. It 
would , therefore , appear the students with the lowest 
scholastic aptitude potential in CGE were not the 
main body of failures or low achieving students .. " 
1/Ibid., pp. 22-23. 
Aptitudes.-- As it is often assumed that individuals 
of low academic potential or aptitude are usually more apt 
to have compensating qualities in the more menial or 
. y 
routine aptitudes, a study was conducted using the results 
of the O'Rourke and Bennett Mechanical Aptitude Tests, 
Minnesota Paper Form Board, and the Minnesota Clerical 
Tests. This study was made with the hope that some 
aptitude might be discovered in non-academic areas to aid 
in placing these students in the work experience program. 
Only 13.8 per cent of the students showed relatively high 
Mechanical Comprehension, compared with 79.4 per cent with y 
significantly low scores. The O'Rourke results suggest, 
" ..... that if anything we are dealing with a group 
which is somewhat below average in mechanical 
abilities. Actually 25% of those tested are among 
the lo'\t;est 20% by national norms, while only 4% are 
in the top by the same standards." 
The results on the Minnesota Clerical Tests attend to a 
similar disproof of any compensatory effect being operative 
ll . 
within this group. 
"Only 23% reached the Eastern Clerical apP.licants 
median on both parts and an additional 19% on only 
one part of the test •••• These tests are, of course, 
J}Ibid., p. 27. 
g/Loc. ill· 
l/Loc. cit. 
i 30 i ~ ·. 
' ' 
subject to many questions as to their validity in 
individual instances. However, insofar as they do 
have meaning, it would appear that placement in 
mechanical or clerical training or work will pose 
many problems for our Sophomore Junior College group." y 
Littlefield continues with a discussion of personal-
social factors. 
"As the other factors, intelligence, scholastic 
aptitude, and reading skills, normally considered 
influential in determining academic achievement 
decline under examination in the significance of 
their contribution to scholarship, the personal-
social or personality factors tend to grow in 
importance as potential grade determinants. As 
mentioned previously, these titles are broad, 
encompassing many important but varied subfactors, 
including personal, home, health, social, and 
emotional adjustments, and maladjustments. 
Attitudes, toward parents, school, teachers, and 
authority, motivation, preferences for and against 
course curricula, financial worries, and relation-
ships with the girl friend, wife, parents or others, 
all may affect the individual's scholastic adjustment 
and success and are included under the broad inter-
pretation of the 'personal-social' or 'personality' 
labels. 
"All members of the College .of General Education 
Guidance Department are familiar with, and encounter, 
with a fair degree of frequency, the operation of 
personal-social factors in dominating scholastic 
work in case of individual counselors. However, 
day to day work in the Guidance area leaves no doubt 
in the minds of the writer and Mr. Flynn who are 
especially concerned with the welfare of the Junior 
College students, of particular significance of 
these factors for this group. When one is pla ced 
in the position of advisor to an individual whose 
most common (or modal) ability level of his entrance 
examinations was the 99%ile and observe his life 
!/Ibid., pp. 29-30. 
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history of academic self-destruction (latest J.C. 
Sophomore term grades MA, U+ , and LA+} as a 
psychological protest against an unsatisfactory parental 
relationship, or find it necessary to counsel another 
young man v-rhose intelligence as measured by one of the 
best adul t intelligence tests, the Wechsler-Bellevue, 
is better than that of 98% of the population, but 
whose .achievement record has nothing higher than an 
LA+, because his internal life is in turmoil, there is 
an acute recognition of the significance of the person-
al-social factors in academic achievement. To note 
that these are atypical cases does not explain away 
the failure of the grades of the whole group to 
correlate with their I.Q .. rat'ings. It does not explain · 
the lack of achievement in a group whose general learn-
ing ability on the A .. G.C.Tw is better .than three-
quarters of the students in over 250 colleges and 
universities or better than 93% of all men entering 
the Army. It does not answer the question of why 
students moving from the Junior College to the 
General College have lower measured abilities t han 
those being dropped from CGE. Let us then at lea st 
examine certain attempts to appraise some of t hese 
personal-social factors." 
Four tests designed to measure ·Certain aspects of 
personal-social adjustment were administered to the Junior 
College Division sophomores-~the Cornell Index, the 
Bernreuter Personality Inventory, Personal Health Inventory 
and Sentence Completion Test. On the Cornell Index, the 
students tend to follow the general pattern of scores 
obtai ned by the military for a group of individuals accepted 
for military service. On the Bernreuter Inventory, subtest 
scores tend to approach median values and no significant 
trends are observable. On the Personal Health Inventory, 
the percentage of Junior College Division students having 
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low scores averages 25 per cent to 40 per cent greater than 
any other College of General Education or Junior College 
Division freshman group. There appears to be no significant 
relationship between actual grade achievement and Personal 
Health Inventory scores. However, midterm failures in 
General College transferred to Junior College Division 
averaged the 90th percentile on the Personal Health 
Inventory, indicative of a potentially high psychosomatic 
count. This was the only test to distinguish so clearly 
this group of academic failures. The Sentence Completion 
test being an experimental projective instrument with no 
norms available, no study was made of group results. It 
was, however, used in individual appraisal. 
Several possibilities are suggested by Littlefield!/ 
in explanation of the general failure of the objective 
devices to prove of value. (1) They are of questionable 
validity, (2) the samples are too limited, (3) honesty of 
responses on individual inventories. The tendency to give 
socially acceptable responses on the Personal Health 
Inventory was observed above. The Junior College Division 
scores are unique when compared to other norm groups. (4) 
To be effective these devices should be administered 
1/Ibid., pp. 36-3EL. 
" •••• at a time when the problems are either immediate 
or realized. Personal observations of the disturbances 
in the Junior College Division Sophomores in the 
personal-social area have already been reported as 
common to the guidance staff members. Whether or not 
they show up sharply in psychometric devices is of 
less significance than their known presence. Personal 
observations are, however, less subject to quantitative 
treatment .. " 
11 Other pertinent research.-- Table 5 summarizes the 
disposition of the Junior College Division class of 1953. 
Table 5. Transfer Disposition of the Junior Col leg e 
Division Class of 1953 as of August 1953. 
School and Type 
of Recommendation 
(1) 
To-
tal 
( 2} 
School of Public Re-
lations and Communica-
tions 
Ac- Condi- Re- Pend-
cep- tion- jec- ing 
ted ally · ted 
( 3 } 
AcceJ>-
ted 
(~) {5) (6) 
Recommended .......... 57 52 5 
Qualified Recom-
mendation ....... ·-·•· 25 . 5 14 4 2 
Not Recommended ..... _.7 __________ 3 _____ 4~-------
Total .............. 89 
School of Education 
Recommended .......... . 
Not Recommended •••• 
Total •••••••••••• 
6 
2 
9 
57 22 8 
(concluded on next page) 
2 
6 
3 
9 
1/V. A. Anthony, "Report on the Disposition of the . Junior 
rrollege Division Class of 1953," unpublished report to the 
Assistant Dean of Boston University Junior College, 1953. 
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Table 5. (concluded) 
School and Type To- Ac- Condi- Re- Pend-
of Recommendation tal cep- tion- jec- ing 
ted ally ted 
Accep-
ted 
{I} { 2} ~)} t !± J {~} {t>l 
Outside Boston 
University 
Northeastern ••••• ~···· 3 3 
Rhode Island State.~ •• 1 1 
University of 
Arizona ••••••••••••••• 1 1 
Harvard College ........ 1 1 
Total ••••••••••••••• 6 6 
11 In addition, the report summarized in Table 5 pointed 
out that 
"A total of 115 students was graduated from the 
Junior College on June 4, 1953. As of June 15, 1953, 
a total of 100 applications for transfer to other 
schools and institutions has been received. Actually 
the 100 applications were submitted by only 8$ students, 
several of whom have applied to more than one school. 
Of the 100 applications submitted, 6 were to 
institutions outside of Boston University, 9 were to 
the Boston University School of Education, and $5 were 
to the School of Public Relations and Communications." 
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Table 6 presents correlation coefficients for several 
tests obtained from a study by the Junior College Communica-
tions Department. 
Table 6~ Relationships of Several Tests for 200 
Junior College Div~sion Students, 1950-
1951. 
A. B c D E F G H 
CI~1 CMM ACE ACE osu osu COOP GCVT 
NL L Q L ASO RC T T 
A .439 .959 .412 .117 .331 .431 .135 
B ,.472 .706 .742 .454 .65·8 .621 
c -479 .283 .562 .. 377 .275 
D .408 .505 .781 .596 
E .527 • 531 .575 
F .. 505 ~401 
G .586 
H 
Legend 
A. California Mental Maturity Test Non-Language 
B. California Mental Maturity Test Language 
C. American Council on Education Psychological 
Test Linguistic 
D. American ·Council on Education Psychological 
Test Quantitative 
E. Ohio State University Psychological Test (B. u .. 
Edition) Analogies, Same Opposites 
F. Ohio State University Psychological Test 
Reading Comprehension . 
G. Cooperative Reading Test C2T Total 
H. General College Vocabulary Test Total 
~"Relationship of the General College Vocabulary Tests to 
everal Standardized Psychological Tests," unpublished study 
by the Communications Department, Boston University Junior 
College, 1951. 
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Table 7 summarizes another study by the Junior 
College Communications Department of the relationship of 
several tests to grade point quotients~ 
Table 7a Relationships of Several Tests with Grade Point 
Quotients for 100 Junior College Division Students, 
1951-1952e 
A B C D E F G H I J K 
CMJ'il CTviM ACE ACE osu osu COOP COOP COOP GCVT GPQ 
NL L Q 1 ASO RC v SP LC T 
A .095 .4$9 .037 .158 .095 .019 .417 .101 .073 . 042 
B .232 • 3 61 • 273 • 3 20 .)87 .. 332 • 295 .502 .. 329 
c .147 .082 .333 .259 .172 .091 .071 . 005 
D .453 .346 .352 .403 .)64 .427 .225 
E .465 .530 .2$8 .262 .515 .273 
F .77$ .409 .419 .319 .227 
G .400 .379 .)SO .243 
H .. 791 .273 .254 
I .279 .293 
J .. )32 
K 
Legend 
A. California Test Mental Maturity Non-Language 
B. California Test Mental Maturity Language 
c. American Council on Education Psychological Test Quantitative 
D. American Council on Education Psychological Test Linguistic 
E. Ohio State Psychological Test Analogies, Same Opposites 
F .. Ohio State Psychological Test Reading Comprehension 
G. Cooperative C2T Vocabulary 
H. Cooperative C2T Speed of Comprehension 
I. Cooperative C2T Level of Comprehension 
J. General College Vocabulary Test Total 
K. Grade Point Quotient 
!7"Relationships of General Test With Grade Point Quotients," 
unpublished study by the Communications Department, Boston 
University Junior College, 1952 . 
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Another study by the Communications Department in 1950 
was summarized in a report by Glenn W. Wilcox,!/Chairman of 
the Department: 
"Achievement of JC to CD--First-Term and End-of-
year Transf'ers 
This project was actually begun in 1950 by 
the Reading Office in an attempt to follow up 
during the Sophomore year the students transferred 
to the CD at the end of the first term and at the 
end of the year. A distribution at the end of the 
year showed that the first-term freshman transfers 
had a median grade of Ct , and that these students, 
on the basis of the distribution of grade point 
quotients, compared very favorably with the 
original CD freshmen groups as regards the per-
centage of the group gett1ng A's, B's, C's, D's, 
and F ' s. Further, a distribution of the final grade 
point quotients for the end-of-year transfers 
showed that these students had a median grade of C-J 
with no A's, 6% B's, 46% C's, 39% D's, and 9% F's. \ Sic.) 
Grade Point Letter 
Quotient Grade 
35-40 
26-34 
17-25 
11-16 
00-10 
A 
B 
c 
D 
F 
Per Cent 
First-Term 
Transfers 
1950 
4 
23 
52 
17 
4 
Percent of group 
placed on probation or 
dismissed at end of 5 
1st semester 1950-1951 
Per Cent Per Cent 
Second Term Original 
Transfers CDF 
1950 
6 
46 
39 
9 
22 
4 
26 
45 
1$ 
7 
6 
!/Glenn W. Wilcox, "Report on 'resting and Research," 
unpublished report to the Dean of the College of General 
Education, Boston University, 1951. 
"This information was used in the determining of 
grade criteria for the 1950-51 transfers, and 
1ndicated a need for higher requirements for transfer, 
especially at the end of the year. The work for this 
project this year is now under way. Faculty members 
wishing to check grades can do so by noting the 
letter F or S after the code number of the student 
on the grade sheets. The F is for a first-term trans-
fer and S is for an end-of-the-year transfer." 
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Table 8, from a report by Flynn and Littlefield, presents 
a picture of the disposition of the same group of students 
discussed by Wilcox above. 
Table 8. Students Enrolled in the Junior College 
Division in the Academic Years 1949-1950, 
1950-1951, With Their Disposition During 
the Period. 
Disposition 
(1) 
Junior 
College 
{ 2) 
Transfer to General College.... 222 
General 
College 
(3) 
Transfer to Junior College..... 22 
Dropped........................ 16 5 
Withdrawn ..................... ~. 63 34 
A. A. Degree................... 57 115 
Eligible for A. A. Degree...... 18 14 
Not Eligible for A. A. Degree.. 14 26 
Transfer Outside............... 6 
Total •••••••••••••••••••••••• 390 222 
1/Flynn and Littlefield, 2£• £!i., p. 4. 
: 
Evaluation of Research 
Summary.-- Very few studies have been made of the 
Junior College Division and none to date have been completed 
on the Junior College at Boston University. The studies 
herein reviewed indicate the general success of the Junior 
College Division in preparing students for transfere They 
also point up the nature of the Junior College Division 
population. 
Implications.-- Three of the studies (Archer, Little-
field and Flynn, and Anthony} point to the number of 
students who eventually transferred from the Junior College 
Division to various senior colleges in spite of relatively 
iow academic potential as measured by objective test data. 
All of the research to date stresses the transfer of Junior 
College Division students. 
The studies by Flynn and Littlefield point out the 
relative inferiority of Junior College students with 
respect to reading and language skills. 
The need for further study of the College is clearly 
indicated by the very absence of studies pertaining to the 
Junior College as a separate and independent school within 
the University. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES 
Variables Used in Study 
Description of instruments.-· The instruments used in 
this study are all group, paper ·and pencil, machine scored, 
standardized tests. 
The Ohio Stj)e University Psychological Test is referred 
to by the author as being 
" •••• designed to evaluate that aspect of general 
intelligence usually referred to as scholastic 
aptitude. This test is of the work-limit or power 
type and provides a much more accurate appraisal of 
a student's scholastic potential than would a similar 
time-limit test. It has consistently demonstrated an 
unusually high predictive significance for academic 
work ..... 
"The test is composed of three parts: same-
opposites, word relationships, and reading compre-
hension. Linguistic factors, in general, yield a 
superior indication of ability to do the work 
required in most high school and college courses. 
In addition to a total score, or intelligence score, 
the test also furnishes a score of reading ability 
which is an additional advantage in scholastic 
diagnosis and educational counseling •••• " 
A reliability coefficient of 0.93 based on 300 cases, 
}?Ohio State Psychological Test, Form 21, prepared by Herbert 
• Toops, Professor of Psychology, Ohio State University, 
published by the Test Service Division, Science Research 
Associates, 1700 Prairie Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. 
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and a validity coefficient of Oe68 based on point-hour 
ratio for 1030 coll!7e freshmen are reported by the author. 
J. P. Guilford refers to the total score as off ering 
" •••• the best predictions now available for an over-all 
academic-aptitude instrument at the college level." In 
'Y 1932, B. E. Workman reported a correlation of 0.53 with 
11 
college marks, to which L. J. Cronbach adds that even 
better validity has been found with more recent forms of 
the test. 
The Cooperative English Test, ~ ~: Reading 
Comprehension (Higher Level) Form T~is a timed test whiqh 
yields four separate scores: 
1. Vocabulary Score 
2. Speed of Comprehension Score 
3. Level of Comprehension Score 
4. Total Reading Score 
~Oscar K. Buros, The Third Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
utgers Univez·o::3ity!5'ress, New Brunswick, New Jersey, 1949, 
p. 323. 
2/Lee J. Cronbach, Essentials of Pstchological Testing, 
~arper and Brothers, Publishers, 19 9, p. 180. 
;v'Loc. cit. 
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~/Cooperative English Test, Test C2: Reading Comprehension {Higher Level) Form T by Frederick B. Davis and Mary Willis, 
Cooperative Test Service, published by the Cooperative Test 
Division, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey. 
!I 
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The authors state in the test manual, 
"The validity of a reading test is determined by 
the extent to which it measures the skills actually 
involved in the reading process. To establish the 
validity of the Cooperative Reading Comprehension 
Tests a thorough analysis of the reading process was 
made~ On the basis of this analysis, the outline for 
the tests, /Presented in the manual! was developed. 
Items were then constructed to measure the skills 
included in the outline •••• The test is designed to 
measure the thinking process in reading on the grounds 
that reading is not a mechanical process, but an 
active reasoning and associational process." 
?:.! In his review of the Form C2T, Robert M. Bear says: 
J • B. 
"Reliability coefficients have been computed 
which show considerable stability at the 50 point of 
the scaled scores. These range from 0.75 on the Cl 
and 0.82 on C2 for level of comprehension with only 
one scale completed to better than 0.9 for vocabulary 
and total scores. For secondary and college groups, 
correlation of between 0.7 and 0.8 with intelligence 
tests have been reported, and of between 0.39 and 0.73 
with school marks~ Thus, we may conclude t qat these 
reading tests have about the same relation to school 
achievement as do group intelligence tests." 
. v . -. 
Stroud says of Form C2T: "It would be difficult to 
find a test better conceived and better executed within the 
·' 
limits of its objectives." 
!±/ The Revised Minnesota Paper Form Board Test is a 
timed test devised to measure the ability to perceive spatial 
0!/Loc. cit. 
?:./Oscar K. Buros, 2£• £!!., p. 497. 
J.l~. ,-p. 498. 
~The Revised Minnesota Paper Form Board Test, by Robert Likert 
and William H. Quasha, published by the Psychological Corpora-
tion, 522 Fifth Avenue, New York 18, New York. 
relations . 11 The authors point out that 
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"Scores have predictive value for achievement in 
mechanical fields and shopwork, especially for those 
aspects of engineering which involve design and draft-
ing. Relationships to art ability and to inspection 
jobs have been demonstrated as wella Even though the 
ability to perceive spatial relations is measured with 
non-verbal and non-numerical types of items, scores 
on this test are not entirely independent of measures 
of general intelligence. In fact, some users think 
of the test as measuring 'concrete, nonverbal intel-
ligence .' In any event it does measure abilities 
which are relatively independent of intelligence, as 
usually defined by tests, and which are important in 
educational and vocational guidance and employee 
selection •••• u 
In his review of the Revised Minnesota Paper Form y 
Board Test Struit says: 
"The reliability of a single form of the test is 
0.85. When both forms are .administered, the reliabil-
ity is 0.92. The manual does not indicate the nature 
of the group to 'l.'lhich the test was administered to 
obtain these coefficients. 
"The authors indicate that the test is predictive 
of (a} ability to master descriptive geometry and 
mechanical drawing, (b) success in mechanical occupa-
tions, and (c) success in engineering courses. Various 
studies are reported in the literature indicating 
satisfactory experience with the test in the prediction 
of success in these three areas. Estes {29) reports a 
correlation of 0.27 with grades in descriptive geometry 
and 0.31 with instructor's ratings in that subject. 
Shuman (50) reports an average correlation of 0.44 
with success in various skilled and semi-skilled 
occupations. Ghiselli (30) reports a correlation of 
!JLoc. cit. 
g/Oscar K. Buros~ QE• cit., p. 677. 
0.57 between test scores and success of inspector-
packers. A correlation of 0.49 between test scores 
and success in mechanical drawing is reported in the 
manual." 
In their reviews of the Revised Minnesota Paper Form !I y . . 
Board Test both Jurgensen and Katzell refer to t he numerous 
validation studies of the test. Both reviewers point to the 
test as the best instrument of its kind now available. 
The California Test of Mental Maturity-Advanced 12!t1 ll --
Short Form is a power rather than a speed test according 
to the authors. While time limits are observed in the 
administration of the test, it is felt that the time 
allowed is ample for examinees to reach the limits of their 
abilities. The instrument is constructed on a multiple-
factor theory of intelligence rather than upon the strong 
central factor theory. Consequently the test consists of 
seven subtests; Sensing Right and Left, Manipulation of 
Areas, Similarities, Inference, Number Series, Numerical 
Quant ity and Verbal Concepts. A non-language score is 
1/0scar K. Buras, l:.b.a. Fourth Menta 1 Measurements Yearbook, 
The Gryphon Press, Highland Park, New Jersey, 1953, pp . 763 -
7~. . . 
Z/Loc. cit. · 
3/California Short-Form Test of Mental Maturity-Advanced 
r947 Short Form, devised by Elizabeth T. Sullivan, Willis 
W. Clark , and Ernest W. Tiegs; published by the California 
Test Bureau, Los Angeles, California. 
obtained from the combined first three test scores, a 
language score is obtained by combining the last three test 
scores. Non-language, language, and total Intel ligence 
Quotient (hereafter referred to as I.Q.) scores may be 
obtained and were used in this study. 
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Using the split-halves method corrected by the Spearman-
. 1.1 
Brown formula (N~600 pupils) the authors report the 
following reliability: 
r 
Total Mental Factors .934 
Language Tests...... .932 
Non-Language Tests... .834 
In his review of the test H. E. 
P. E. Est. 
3.9 I.Q. points 
3.9 I.Q. points 
6.0 I.Q. points y 
Garrett says, 
"Validity is chiefly inferred, but a correlation 
of 0.88 with the Stanford-Binet Test is stated, for 
an unspecified level and range. The large amount of 
non-verbal material, even at the higher levels, is a 
distinctive and commendable feature of this test." 
v A. E. Traxler, in an early study of the California 
Test of Mental Maturity, reports the follo'\ITing correlations 
between the California and the American Council Psychologi-
cal Examination: 
C.M.M. vs. A.C.E. 
C.M.M. (lang.) vs. A.C.E. 
C.M.M. (n. lang.) vs. A.C.E. 
!/Loc. cit .. 
yoscar K. Buros, QE. _ill .. , p. 224. 
N 
73 
73 
73 
r 
.728 
.. 773 
.476 
P.E. 
:t -:DJ7 
!: • 032 
:!; .. 061 
3/A. E. Traxler, "A Study of the California Test of Mental 
ffaturity," Educational Research Bulletin, 22, January 1931, 
pp. 49-60. . 
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The 1950 A1/anced Short ~ 2£ ~ California ~ 2f 
Mental Maturity is a revision of the 1947 Form. However, 
the 1950 Form is essentially the same test except for a new 
format and the use of several new examples given to the 
testees as part of the instruction for the sub-tests. It 
contains the same number of items (145) and the same sub-
tests as the 1947 Form. 
Equating of ~ and 1950 Short-Form California Tests 
of Mental Maturity.-- The 1947 Form of the California was 
administered to the Junior College Division class of 1953. 
The 1950 Form of the California was administered to the 
Junior College class of 1954. In order to compare the two 
classes it is first necessary to equate the available test y 
data. Recently the California Test Bureau made possible 
the direct comparison of the 1947 and the 1950 Short Forms 
by releasing the data summarized in Table 9. 
In general, Table 9 indicates an increased difficulty 
at all age levels on the 1950 Short Form as compared to the 
!/California Short-Form Test of Mental Maturity-Advanced 
T950 S-Form, devised by Elizabeth T. Sullivan, Willis W. 
Clark, and Ernest W. Tiegs; published by California Test 
Bureau, Los Angeles, California. 
~Comparisons of Mental Afes and Intelli ence uotients for 
the New California Short orm~st 2_ ental aturity '~ 
~orm} and the California:-sliort"'l"orm Test of Mental rJiatur-
ity ( 1950 S-Form}, Unpublished TaO!eS Oy'theDivision of · 
Research and Technical Services, California Test Bureau, 1952. 
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Table 9. Comparison of Intelligence Quotients for The New 
California Short Form Test of Mental Maturity 
(1947 S-Form) and The California Short Form Test 
of Mental Maturity (1950 S-Form). 
Advanced Level 
by Chronological 
13-
13-11 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
14-0 
14-11 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 0 
15-0 
15-11 -2 -2 -2 -2 -1 -1 -1 -1 -2 -2 
16-0 
16-11 -3 -3 -3 -3 -1 -1 -1 -1 -6 -5 
17-0 
17-11 -4 -4 -4 -4 -2 -2 -2 -2 -7 -7 
18-0 
18-11 -6 -5 -5 -5 -2 -2 -2 -2 -10 -9 
19-0 
19-11 -6 -6 -5 -5 -3 -3 -3 -3 -9 -9 
20-0 
20-11 -6 -6 -5 -5 -4 -3 -3 -3 -9 -9 
21-0 
21-11 -6 -6 ~5 ·-5 -3 -3 -3 -3 -9 -9 
22-0 
22-11 -6 -6 -5 -5 -4 -3 -3 -3 -8 -7 
23-0 
23-11 -7 -6 -6 -6 -I+ -3 -3 -3 -11 -10 
24-0 
24-11 -6 -6 -5 -5 -3 -3 -3 -3 -11 -10 
1947 Short Form. When this increased difficulty is related to 
mental age and chronological age the table depicts the loss in 
I.Q. points for any given age level. For example, at a mental 
-1 
0 
-2 
-5 
-6 
-8 
-8 
-8 
-8 
-7 
-9 
-9 
-1 
0 
-2 
-5 
-6 
-8 
-8 
-8 
-8 
-7 
-9 
-9 
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age of 16 the table depicts a loss of 3 total I.Q. points 
at all chronological ages, a loss of 1 language I.Q. point 
at all chronological ages, a loss of 6 non-language I.Q. 
points at the chronological age of 13 years, and a loss 
of 5 non-language I.Q. points at chronological ages above 
13 years and 11 months. 
Table 10 facilitates the conversion of 1950 Short Form 
I~Q. scores to equivalent 1947 Short Form I.Q. scores. The 
I.Q.'s and corrections given in Table 10 were arrived at by 
combining data from Table 9 above and data from the 1950 
Manual!/for the California Short-Form Test of Mental 
Maturity. Entering Table 10 with a given 1950 California 
Short-Form I.Q. score, the equivalent 1947 California Short-
Form I.Q. may be obtained by making the indicated correction. 
The I.Q. scores for the Junior College class of 1954 to 
be used in this study will be 1947 equivalent scores 
obtained in the foregoing manner. 
Description of the classes.-- Upon entering the College 
in September of 1950, the Junior College Division Class 2£ 
1953 was composed of 277 students. Of this total, 250 were 
j(gCalifornia Snort-Form Test of Mental Maturity - Advanced 
950 Short Form, devised by Elizabeth T. Sullivan, Willis W. 
Clark, and Ernest W. Tiegs, published by the California 
Test Bureau, Los Angeles, California. 
Table 10. Corrections for Equating 1950 S-Form 
I.Q. Scores to 1947 S-Form I.Q. Scores 
for Chronological Age 16 and Over 
1950 S-Form I.Q. 
<X) 
Language 
105 and below •••••••••••••• 
106 to 118 ••••••••••••••••• 
119 and above.~•••••••••••• 
Non-language 
87 and below ••••••••••••••• 
88 to 93•••••e·~··~···••••• 
94 to 99••••••••••••••••••• 100 to 105 ••••••••••••••••• 
106 to 111 ••••••••••••••••• 
112 to 136 ••••••••••••••••• 
137 to ·143 ................. . 
144 and above •••••••••••••• 
Total 
87 and below ••••••••••••••• 
88 to 93 ••••••••••••••••••• 
94 to 99 ••••••..••.•••••••• 
100 to 105 ••••••••••••••••• 
106 to 111 ••••••••••••••••• 
112 to 143 ••••••••••••••••• 
144 to 149.~ ••••••••••••••• 
150 to 155 ••••••••••••••••• 
Correction to 
1947 S-Form I.Q. 
( 2) 
-1 
-2 
-3 
-1 
0 
-2 
-5 
-6 
-8 
-7 
-9 
0 
-1 
-2 
-3 
-4 
-5 
-6 
-5 
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boys and 27 girls. By the following September, 76 members 
of the class were transferred to the College of General 
Education. The transfer group was made up of 68 boys and 
eight girls. 
The Junior College Class of 1954, upon entering the 
50 
College in September of 1951, was composed of 592 boys and 
104 girls, making a total of 696 students. As of the 
following September, 132 boys and 18 girls, making a total 
of 150 students, were transferred to the College of General 
Education~ Table 11 presents enrollment figures and 
percentage breakdowns for each of the classes. 
Table 11. Enrollment and Transfer Figures for the Jtmior 
College Division Class of 1953 and the Junior 
College Class of 1954. 
Total Boys Girls 
Group Number Per- Number Per- Number Per 
cent- cent- Cent-
age age · age 
( 1) {2) ( 3 ) (4) ( 5) ( 6) (7) 
Total 1953 ••••• 277 250 90.3 27 9.7 
Total 1954 ...... 696 592 85.1 104 14.9 
Transfer 1953 .... 76 27.4 68 89.5 8 10. 5 
Transfer 1954 •• 150 21.6 132 88. 18 12. 
Description of ~ samples.-- Since complete test data 
were not available for all students in each of the classes 
it was decided to select a controlled sample in order to 
insure having the correct proportion of transfer students 
in each of the class samples. The sample drawn from the 
Junior College Division class of 1953 is made up of 91 boys 
and nine girls. Of this total group, 29 are transfer 
51 
students--three girls and 26 boys. The sample drawn from 
the Junior College class of 1954 is composed of 85 boys and 
15 girls. Of this total, 22 are transfer students--two 
girls and 20 boys. Table 12 presents figures and percentage 
breakdowns for each of the samples. 
Table 12. Samples Drawn From The Junior College Division 
Class of 1953 and The Junior College Class of 
1954, 
Total Boys Girls 
GrouE Number 
Percent- Numbert'ercent- Number Percent-
age age age 
!1) (2) ( 3) ( !t) ( 5) ( 6) CZl 
Total 1953 ••••• 100 91 91 9 9 
Total 1954 ••••• 100 85 85 15 15 
Transfer 1953 •• 29 29 26 89.7 3 10.3 
Transfer 1954 •• 22 22 20 90.1 2 9.9 
In drawing the samples of 100 for each of the classes 
an attempt was made to control the representativeness of 
the sample by percentage comparison to the total class. As 
can be seen in Table 13 the samples very closely approximate 
the actual percentages of the total classes. 
Statistical Methods Used in Study 
Procurement of data.-- All of the test data used in 
--
this study are available in the cumulative records of the 
Boston University Junior College Guidance Department . The 
Bost n Univ ers i ty 
School of Education 
Library 
··-···.·: 
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Table 13. Comparison by Percentages of the Total Classes 
and Samples for the Junior College Division Class 
of 1953 and the Junior College Class of 1954. 
Total Bo;y:s Girls 
Total Sample Total Sample Total Sample 
Grou:Q Class Class Class 
~ll {2l {~} { 4J ( 2} { ol { z} 
Total 1953 ........ 100 100 90.3 91 9.7 9 
Total 1954 ...... 100 100 85.1 85 14.9 15 
Transfer 1953 •• 27.4 29 89.5 f59.7 10.5 10.3 
Transfer 1954 •• 21.6 22 gg 90.1 12 9.9 
Ohio State University Psychological Test and the Cooperative 
English Test were administered by the Boston University 
Office of Admissions. The California Test of Mental 
Maturity and the Revised Minnesota Paper Form Board Test 
were administered by the Junior College Guidance Department. 
Since random sampling would not necessarily yield a 
truly representative sample of the original class, it was 
decided to control the representativeness of the sample. 
The samples were drawn from alphabetized class lists and 
from alphabetized lists of transfer students. For the class 
of 1953 every third name was drawn. If the name drawn did 
not have complete test data available, the name preceding 
\-Ias drawn. A similar procedure was follo'\I'Ted in dra,,ying 
transfer students for the sample. The transfer sample was 
then compared with the 100 drawn from the class as a whole. 
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If the names in the transfer list were not already on the 
list of 100, a name was dropped in order to place the 
transfer names into the alphabetized total sample. The 
same procedures were followed in drawing the sample from 
the class of 1954 except that every seventh name was selec-
ted from the alphabeti zed lists . The boy-girl ratio for 
each of the samples was adjusted until the sample compared 
favorably with the total class . 
Treatment of data.-- Means and standard deviations 
--
were computed for each of the sub-test and total score 
distributions for each of the classes. The transfer groups 
were then separated from the total groups and means and 
standard deviations were computed for the same sub-tests 
and total scores for each of the classes. Since this study 
involves a statistical comparison of the two classes, the 
null hypothesis was set up, i.e . , that there is no 
difference between the two-population or universe means. 
Then, • making use of appropriate statistical procedures, t he 
significance of the observed difference between means of 
the two classes was tested. 
1.1 Peters and Van Voorhis point out that one may 
~Charles C. Peters, Walter R. Van Voorhis, Statistical 
rocedures and Their Mathematical Bases, McGraw-Hill Book 
Company, InC:: New York, 1940, p. 177. 
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" •••• start with the assumption that the two 
samples may have arisen merely as chance fluctuations 
in population and that, as such, there could be no 
difference between them except what such chance 
fluctuation could explain. This is the null hypothesis, 
as applied to differences." 
Normal curve tables are available which specify the 
probability of securing a difference as large as any given 
value due to chance sampling* Before making use of these 
tables, it is necessary to determine the relationship 
between the observed difference and the standard error of 
y 
the difference, i.e., the critical ratio •. McNemar points 
out that there is no single answer to the question of how 
large the critical ratio should be before the null 
hypothesis is rejected •••• 
"There is no one answer to this question, although 
usage and convention would have us believe, for 
example, that a CR of 3.0 indicates statistical 
significance, whereas one of 2.9 does not, or that a 
CR of 2.0 justifies the pronouncement that a difference 
has been established, whereas 1.9 does not permit such 
a statement. When one refers to the normal table •••• , 
he sees that a difference as large as 3.0 time~D 
will occur about .003 times by chance, and that one as 
large as 2.9 times~D will occur about .004 times by 
chance. Although the risk of wrongly concluding that 
a difference exists, when in reality there is no 
difference, has increased by .001, this is hardly 
justification for rejecting a CR of 2.9 by demanding a 
value as high as 3.0 a s a criterion of significance. 
Likewise, the d1fference between a CR of 2.0 and one 
l/Quinn McNemar, Pskchol~ical Statistics, John Wiley and 
~ons, Inc., New Yor , 194 , pp. 66-69. 
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of 1.9 is so small (P's or probabilities of .045 and 
.057 respectively) that one begins to suspect that 
criteria as to what is significant and what is not are 
arbitrarily specified. 
"When one sets the null hypothesis and considers 
the probability of obtaining a CR as large as 2.0 or 
2.6 or 3.0, it is obvious that these CR's represent 
varying degrees or l evels of significance. A CR of 
2.0 (more exactly 1.96 for large N's) is associated 
with a significance level represented by a P of . 05; 
i.e~, a researcher would announce 5 experiments out of 
every 100 as showing real differences even though no 
actual differences existed between the universes 
involved in his comparisons. Such erroneous conclusions 
would be made once in 100 (P ::: .Ol) if a D/cr n of 2 .. 6 
(more exactly 2.576 for large N's) were accepted as · 
the criterion of significance, whereas a significance 
level represented by a P of about .003 goes with a CR 
of 3.0. This last level is obviously a rigorous one, 
and a strict adherence thereto means that one can be 
reasonably sure of the dependability of the conclusion 
that a real difference exists ..... One way out of the 
difficulty, so far as verbalization is concerned, is 
to say that a difference is significant at the .05, the 
.02, the .01, the .001, or whatever level it reaches." 
The use of critical ratio procedures as described 
above is acceptable with samples larger than 30 cases. 
However, special procedures are necessary when using small 
samples (numbers of less than 30). As recommended by 
11 !-1cNemar, the statistical procedure for use with small 
samples involves the use of t tests for purposes of testing 
the significance of observed differences. The t test 
procedure differs from critical ratio procedures in that a 
refined estimate of the standard error is used, and the 
5 
sampling distribution oft which does not - follow the normal 
curve necessitates the use of special tables and a consider-
ation of degrees of freedom. 
The critical ratio probabilities reported in this 
study are from ttTable B.. - Areas and Ordinates of the Normal 
11 Curve in Terms of f " as presented by Allen Edwards; and 
from "Table A, Normal Curve Functions,n to be found in y 
McNemar's text .. 
The t probabilities reported in this study are from 
"Table XII - Fisher ' s Table of the Distribution of t for 
Certain Probability Levels," as reproduced by Peters and 
2.1 Van Voorhis. 
To facilitate the use of machine calculations, it was 
necessary to select formulas calling for the use of raw 
datae The particular formulas used in this study are those 
!±/ 
recommended by McNemar in which: 
"X : Mean {t'Xl~= sum of raw scores 
r )( ::sum of raw scores squared 
N : Number in the group CR = Critical ratio 
tT : Standard Deviation t = Fisher's t or small 
l: )(a :: Sum of squares of sample CR 
raw scores $ 1 = Best estimate of 
Universe Variance 
l/Allen L. Edwards, Statistical Analysis !2£ Students 
~sycholoft and Education, Rinefiart and Company, Inc., 
York, 19 , pp. 320-329. 
Y McNemar, ££· cit., pp. 346- 347. 
lfPeters and Van Voorhis, 2£· ~., p. 173. 
~Ibid., pp. 15, 25, 222-224. 
in 
New 
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a- - _L ,.. _____ _ 
- # \I'NE x2.- (X"X)"-
t- x-x,. 
- J-~~ + t;2 
erxil+i f5rx:-~XzB 
The critical ratio formula given above was used in 
testing the significance of differences between total gr oup 
means since 100 cases were involved in each sample. However, 
the t test formula and the formula for s2 given above were 
used in testing the significance of differences between 
transfer group means since the transfer samples each 
involved less than 30 cases. 
In all, 24 means and standard deviations, and 12 
critical ratios were computed for the total group. An 
additional 24 means and standard deviations, 12 best 
estimates of the universe variance, and 12 Fisher's t's 
were computed for the sample group. 
Specific objectives of this study.-- This study aims to 
describe statistically the Junior College Division class of 
1953 and the Junior College class of 1954 using standardized, 
objective test scores for samples of 100 from each of the 
classes. The following scores are used as variables : 
1 . The Ohio State University Psychological Test (Form 
21) (hereafter referred to as "O.S.U.") 
Same Opposite Score; Analogies Score 
Reading Comprehension Score 
Total Score 
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2. The Cooperative English Test C2: Reading Comprehen-
sion (Form T) (hereafter referred to as "C2T") 
Vocabulary Score 
Speed of Comprehension Score 
Level of Comprehension Score 
Total Score 
3. The California Test of Mental Maturity Advanced 
1947 or 1950 Short Form (hereafter referred to as 
C.M.r•1.) 
Non Language I.Q. Score 
Language I. Q. Score 
Total I.Q. Score 
4. The Revised Minnesota Paper Form Board Test (Series 
lf~) (hereafter referred to as the M.P.F.B. ) 
Total Score 
Means for each t otal group and each transfer group 
will be compared to appropriate norm groups. 
Further this study aims to test the significance of 
differences between the means of the two t otal groups and 
between the means of the two transfer groups. To this end 
critical ratios will be computed for each pair of total 
group of means; for the transfer groups Fisher's t will be 
computed for each pair of means. 
CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 
Total Groups 
Total class 2£ 1222·-- Table 14 presents a concise 
statistical summary of data concerning the total Junior 
College Division sample from the class of 1953. Means, 
s tandard deviations, ranges and appropriate percentile or 
decile scores are given for each sub-test and total raw 
score used in this study. 
Raw scores on the o.s.u. Same Opposites aub-test 
ranged from six to 34 with a standard deviation of 5~395, and 
a mean of 17.59 which falls at the 47th percentile on 
college freshman norms. The Analogies sub-test ranged from 
three to 49 with a standard deviation of 8.788, and a mean 
of 20.36 which falls at the 42nd percentile on college 
freshman norms. The Reading Comprehension sub-test raw 
scores ranged from four to 45 with a standard deviation of 
7 .719, and a mean of 24.47 which falls at the 39th per-
centile on college freshman norms. The Total raw scores 
ranged from 19 to 118 with a standard deviation of 17.541, 
and a mean of 62.29 which falls at the 39th percentile on 
college freshman norms~ 
5 
·,' J 
Table 14. Means, Ranges, and Standard Deviations Ior 
Psychological Test Raw Scores, and Percentiles 
on 100 Boston University Junior College Division 
Freshmen, Class oi 1953 
Test Mean Standard Range Percentile~ 
Deviation or Decile 
~ 1) (2} {~l (~J { ~ l 
osu 
Same Opposites 17.59 5.395 6-34 47 
Analogies 20 .. 36 8.788 3-49 42 
Reading Comprehension 24.47 . 7 .. 719 4-45 32 
Total 62.29 17.541 19-118 39 
C2T 
Vocabulary 53.10 7.264 41-80 36 
Speed of Comprehension 53.89 8.576 35-80 29 
Level of Comprehension 53.25 7.386 32-75 31 
Total 53.27 6.873 37-77 31 
CMl-1 
Non-language I.Q. 100.42 14.042 63-124 2 
Language I.Q. 110.55 12.004 58-143 5 
'T'nt.al I . Q. 106.70 9 .. 862 75-130 4 
MPFB 
Total 41.98 10.593 15-61 69 
s/College freshman percentiles as given in the respective 
test manuals. 
£/College freshman deciles as given in the 1947 ~~ manual . 
Raw scores on the C2T Vocabulary sub-test ranged from 
41 to 80 with a standard deviation of 7.264, and a mean OI 
53.10 which falls at the 36th percentile on college Ireshman 
norms~ The Speed of Comprehension sub-test raw scores 
ranged from 35 to 80 with a standard deviation of 8.576, 
and a mean of 53.89 which falls at the 29th percentile on 
college freshman norms. The Level of Comprehension sub-
test scores ranged from 32 to 75 with a standard deviation 
of 7.386, and a mean of 53.25 which falls at the 31st 
percentile on college freshman norms. The Total raw scores 
ranged from 37 to 77 with a standard deviation of 6.873, 
and a mean of 53.27 which falls at the 31st percentile on 
college freshman norms. 
I.Q. scores on the C.M.M. Non-language sub-test ranged 
from 63 to ·124 with a standard deviation of 14.042, and a 
mean of 100.42 which falls in the second decile on college 
freshman norms. The Language I.Q. scores ranged from 58 to 
143 with a standard deviation of 12.004, and a mean of 
110.55 which falls in the fifth decile on college freshman 
norms. The Total I.Q. scores ranged from 75 to 130 with a 
standard deviation of 9.862, and a mean of 106.70 which 
falls in the fourth decile on college freshman norms. 
The Total scores on the M.P.F.B. ranged from 15 to 61 
with a standard deviation of 10.593, and a mean of 41.98 
which falls at the 69th percentile on college freshman 
norms .. 
In general the variability of the scores appears to be 
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consistent from sub-test to sub-test within each of the 
instrwnents. Worthy of note is that all of the means when 
compared to appropriate norms fall below the average for 
national college freshmen. 
Total class of 1954.-- Table 15 presents a concise 
statistical summary of data concerning the total Junior 
College sample from the class of 1954. Means, standard 
deviations, ranges and appropriate percentile or decile 
scores are given for each sub-test and total raw score 
used in this study. 
Raw scores on the o.s.u. Same Opposites sub-test 
ranged from two to 30 with a standard deviation of 5.644, 
and a mean of 14.19 which falls at the 33d percentile on 
college freshman norms. The Analogies sub-test raw scores 
ranged from five to 45 with a standard deviation of 8 .619 , 
and a mean of 17*10 which falls at the 30th percentile on 
college freshman norms. The Reading Comprehension sub-test 
raw scores ranged from three to 43 with a standard 
deviation of 7.576 and a mean of 20.53 which falls at the 
22nd percentile on college freshman norms. The Total raw 
scores ranged from 20 to 115 with a standard deviation of 
18.312, and a mean of 51.63 which falls at the 27th 
percentile on college freshman norms. 
Raw scores on the C2T Vocabulary sub-test ranged from 
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Table 15. Means, Ranges, and Standard Deviations for 
Psychological Test Raw Scores, and Percentiles 
on 100 Boston University Junior College Students, 
Class of 1954. 
Test Mean Standard Range Percentile 
Deviation or£! 
{ 1) Decile {2} l3l { ~J { 2 J 
osu 
Same Opposites ••••••• 14.19 5 .. 644 2-30 33 
Analogies ............. 17.10 8.619 5-45 30 
Reading Comprehension 20.53 7-576 3-43 22 
Total •••••••••.•••••• 51.63 18.312 20-115 27 
C2T 
Vocabulary ••• ~ •••• • •• 4S.09 7.063 36-74 17 
Speed of Comprehen-
S.514 35-S3 18 sion •••••••••• .•••••• 50.20 
Level of Comprehen-
49.S6 sion .. e•••········e• 7.102 .3 5-73 23 
Total •••••••••••••••• 4S.96 7.299 34-76 18 
CMM 
Non-language I •. Q ••••• 99.22 14.667 72-130 2 
Language I. Q ••••••••• lOO.lS 10.009 S5-141 2 
Total I.Q •••••••••••• 103.15 10.404 S2-132 3 
Ml'FB 
Total ••••••••.••••••• 37.02 8.974 7-55 40 
~College freshman percentiles as given in the respective 
manuals 
§./ 
Q/College freshman deciles as given in the 1947 C.M.M. manual • 
. 36 to 74 with a standard deviation of 7.063, and a mean of 
4S.09 which falls at the 17th percentile on college freshman 
norms. The Speed of Comprehension sub-test raw scores 
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ranged from 35 to 83 with a standard deviation of 8.514, 
and a mean of 50.20 which falls ·at the 18th percentile on 
college freshman norms. The Level of Comprehension sub-test 
raw scores ranged from 35 to 73 with a standard deviation 
of 7.102, and a mean of 49.86 which falls at the 18th 
percentile on college freshman norms. 
I.Q. scores on the C.M.M. Non-language sub-test ranged 
from 72 to 130 with a standard deviation of 14.667, and a 
mean of 99.22 which falls in the second decile on college 
freshman norms. The Language I.Q. scores ranged from 85 to 
141 with a standard deviation of 10.009, and a mean of 
100.18 which falls in the second decile on college freshman 
norms. The Total I.Q. scores ranged from 82 to 132 with a 
standard deviation of 10.404, and a mean of 103.15 which 
falls in the third decile on college freshman norms. 
Total scores on the M.P.F.B. ranged from seven to 55 
with a standard deviation of $.974, and a mean of 37.02 
which falls at the 40th percentile on college freshman 
norms. 
In general the variability of the scores appears to be 
consistent from sub-test to sub-test within each of the 
instruments. Worthy of note is that all of the means when 
compared to appropriate norms fall well below the average 
for national college freshmen. Also, there appears to be 
considerable discrepancy between the classes, with the 
class of 1953 consistently the better of the two. 
Comparison of ~ total class of 1222 with ~ total 
class £! 1954.-- Referring once again to Tables 14 and 15 
above, one cannot help but observe the differences between 
the various means for each of the classes. In every case 
the mean for the class of 1953 is higher than the mean for 
the class of 1954. In percentiles the difference ranges 
from eight on the C2T Level of Comprehension sub-test to 
23 on the Total score of the C2T. 
Table 16 lists the actual mean raw score difference 
between the two classes for each of the sub~test and total 
scores used in this study. 
The actual mean raw score differences range from 1.20 
on the C.M.M. Non-language sub-test to 10.66 on the Total 
score of the O.S.U. Standard errors for each of the 
differences are also listed in Table 16. These range from 
0.781 for the mean difference on the O.S.U. Same Opposites 
sub-test to 2.536 for the mean difference on the o.s.u~ 
Total score. 
Critical ratios for each of the sub-test and Total 
scores were computed by relating each mean difference to 
its standard error. These critical ratios are presented in 
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Table 16. Significance of the Differences Between Means of 
Psychological Test Scores on 100 Boston Universit y 
Junior College Division Freshman Class of 1953 
and on 100 Boston University Junior College 
Freshman Class of 1954 
Difference Standard CR Probability 
Test Between Error of 
Means the Dif-
ference 
( ll (2} Dl { 41 ( 5) 
osu 
Same Opposites ....... 3.40 0.781 4.355 0.00006 
Analogies ••••••••••• 3.26 1.231 2.648 0.008 
Reading Comprehen-
1.082 3.641 sion ••••••••••••••• 3-94 0.0004 
Total ••••••••••••••• 10.66 2. 536 4 .204 0.0002 
C2T 
Vocabulary •••••••••• 5.01 1.013 4.947 0.00006 
. Speed of Comprehen-
3.69 sion ................ 1.208 3 .055 0.003 
Level of Comprehen-
sion ................ 3.39 1.024 3.311 0.002 
Total ••••••••••••••• 4.31 1.002 4.301 0 .00006 
cr.~~ 
Non-language I.Q ..... 1.20 2.031 0.590 0 555 
Language I.Q •••••••• 5-49 1.563 3.512 0.0005 
Total I. Q ••••••••••• 3.55 1.433 2.477 0.01 
MPFB 
Total ••••••••••••••• 4 .. 96 1..395 3.555 0.0004 
Table 16 along with the statistical probability for obtaining 
the given mean differences. The critical ratios range from 
0.590 for the Non-language sub-test of the C.M.M • . to 4 . 947 
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for the C2T Vocabulary sub-test . As can readily be seen in 
Table 16, all of the mean differences, with the exception 
of the C. M.M. Non-language difference, are, statistically 
speaking, highly significant. In every case, with the 
exception mentioned above, the null hypothesis that the true 
population difference is ~ may be rejected with 
considerable confidence. In the case of three of the mean 
differences (O.S.U. Same Opposites, C2T Vocabulary and 
Total score} the table indicat es probabilities of less than 
0.00006 that the mean differences could have arisen due to 
chance sampling errors. 
The data presented above seem to indicate that very 
real differences exist between the t wo total samples used 
in this study . The Total sample from the Junior College 
Division class of 1953 appears to be superior to the Total 
sample from the Junior College class of 1954. 
Transfer Groups 
Transfers , Class 2f ~.-- Table 17 presents a 
statistical summary of data concerning the transfer students 
in the sample from the class of 1953. Means, standard 
deviations, ranges and appropriate percentile or decile 
scores are given for each sub-test and total raw scor e us ed 
in this study. 
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Raw scores on the o.s.u. Same Opposites sub-test ranged 
from six to 28 with a standard deviation of 5.651 , and a 
Table 17. Means, Ranges, and Standard Deviations for 
Psychological Test Raw Scores and Percentiles 
on 29 Boston University Junior College Division 
Transfer Students, Class of 1953. 
Test Mean Standard Range 
y 
Percentile 
Deviation or £1 
Decile 
( 1) ( 2) (3) (4) ( 5) 
osu 
Same Opposites ••••• 18 .. 83 5.651 6-28 54 
Analogies ••• v•••••• 24.03 10.064 4-30 53 
Reading Comprehen-
26 .. 21 9.087 38 sion •••••••••••••• 9-45 
· Total ............... 68.93 22.606 19-118 48 
C2T 
Vocabulary •• ~ ....... 54 .. 17 7.773 41-69 38 
Speed of Comprehen-
sion ............... 55.79 9.994 35-77 37 
Level of Comprehen-
38 sion ............... 54.55 9.153 32-75 
Total ............... 54.89 7.937 41-75 39 
CMM 
Non-language I.Q ••• 100.93 13.597 77-124 2 
Language I • Q .••••••• 115 .. 03 13.257 92-143 6 
Total I.Q ........... 109.69 10.303 97- 132 5 
MPFB 
Total •••••••••••••• 43.41 10.053 21-60 52 
-!~College freshman percentiles as given in the respective 
test manuals · 
£/College freshman deciles as given in the 1947 C.M.M. manual 
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mean of 18.83 which falls at the 54th percentile on college 
freshman norms. The Analogies sub-test raw scores ranged 
from four to 30 with a standard deviation of 10.064, and a 
mean of 24.03 which falls at the 53d percentile on college 
freshman norms. The Reading Comprehension sub-test raw 
scores ranged from nine to 45 with a standard deviation of 
9.087, and a mean of 26.21 which falls at the 38th percentile 
on college freshman norms. The Total raw scores ranged 
from 19 to 118 with a standard deviation of 22.606, and a 
mean of 68.93 which falls at the 48th percentile on college 
freshman norms. 
Raw scores on the C2T Vocabulary sub-test ranged from 
41 to 69 with a standard deviation of 7.773, and a mean of 
54.17 which falls at the 38th percentile on college fresh-
man norms. The Speed of Comprehension sub-test raw scores 
ranged from 35 to 77 with a standard deviation of 9-994, 
and a mean of 55.79 which falls at the 37th percentile on 
college freshman norms. The Level of Comprehension sub-
test raw scores ranged f rom 32 to 75 with a standard 
deviation of 9.152, and a mean of 54.55 which falls at the 
38th percentile on college freshman norms. The Total raw 
scores ranged from 41 to 75 with a standard deviation of 
7.937, and a mean of 54.$9 which falls at the 39th percentile 
( (} 
on college freshman norms. 
I.Q. scores on the C.M.M. Non-language sub-test ranged 
from 77 to 124 with a standard deviation of 13.597, and a 
mean of 100.93 which falls in the second decile on college 
freshman norms. The Language sub-test I.Q. scores ranged 
from 92 to 143 with a standard deviation of 13.257, and a 
mean of 115.03 which falls in the sixth decile on college 
freshman norms. The Total I.Q. scores ranged fron 97 to 
132 with a standard deviation of 10.303, and a mean of 
109.69 which falls in the fifth decile on college freshman 
norms. 
The M.P.F.B. Tot al raw scores ranged from 21 to 60 
with a standard deviation of 10.053, and a mean of 43.41 
which falls at the 52nd percentile on college freshman norms. 
In general the variability of scores from sub-test to 
sub-test within a given test appears to be consistent. 
Worthy of note is that the onl y O.S.U. sub-test mean to 
fall well below the 50th percentile for college freshmen is 
Reading Comprehension, which closely approximates the sub-
test percentiles for the C2T. 
Transfers, Class of 1954.-- Table 18 presents a 
statistical summary of data concerning transfer students in 
the sample from the class of 1954. Means, standard 
deviations, ranges and appropriate percentile or decile 
Table 18. Means, Ranges, and Standard Deviations for 
Psychological Test Raw Scores, and Percentiles 
on 22 Boston University Junior College Freshman 
Transfer Students, Class of 1954. 
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Test Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Range Percentile ~ 
( 1) 
osu 
Same Opposites ••••• 
Analogies •••••••••• 
Reading Comprehen-
sion •••••••••••••• 
Total •••••••••••••• 
C2T 
(2) 
19.95 
24.00 
26.59 
70.50 
(3) 
5.653 
11 .. 362 
8 .. 768 
21.125 
Vocabulary ••••••••• 55.55 8.809 
Speed of Comprehen-
sion •••••••••••••• 57.68 10.747 
Level of Comprehen-
sion •••••• ~••••••• 55.86 
Total ............... 55.95 
CMM 
Non-language I.Q ••• 105.96 
Language I.Q ••••••• 115.18 
Total I.Q •••••••••• 112.00 
MPFB 
8.389 
8.205 
14.243 
11.093 
10.505 
Total ............... 41.55 15.569 
(4) 
10-30 
5-45 
14-43 
45-115 
45-74 
42-83 
35-73 
44-76 
79-130 
98-141 
100-132 
27-55 
or EJ 
Decile 
( 5) 
59 
53 
39 
50 
43 
43 
43 
43 
4 
6 
6 
45 
!/College freshman percentiles as given in the respective 
test manuals 
£/College freshman deciles as given in the 1947 C.M.M. manual 
scores are given for each sub-test and total raw score used 
in this study. 
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Raw scores on the o.s.u~ Same Opposites sub-test ranged 
from ten to 30 with a standard deviation of 5.653, and a 
mean of 19.95 which falls at the 59th percentile on college 
freshman norms. The Analogies sub-test raw scores ranged 
from five to 45 with a standard deviation of 11.362, and a 
mean of 24.00 which falls at the 53d percentile on college 
freshman norms. The Reading Comprehension raw scores ranged 
from 14 to 43 with a standard deviation of 8.76$, and a mean 
of 26.59 which falls at the 39th percentile on college 
freshman norms. The Total raw scores ranged from 45 to 115 
with a standard deviation of 21.125, and a mean of 70.50 
which falls at the 50th percentile on college freshman 
norms. 
Raw scores on the C2T Vocabulary sub-test ranged f r om 
45 to 73 with a standard deviation of $.$09, and a mean of 
55.55 which falls at the 43rd percentile on college freshman 
norms. The Speed of Comprehension sub-test raw scores 
ranged from 42 to $3 with a standard deviation of 10.747, 
and a mean of 57.6$ which falls at the 43rd percentile on 
college freshman norms. The Level of Comprehension sub-test 
raw scores ranged from 35 to 73 with a standard deviation of 
$.3$9, and a mean of 55.86 which falls at the 43d percentile 
on college freshman norms. The Total raw scores ranged 
from 44 to 76 with a standard deviation of 8.205, and a 
mean of 55.95 which falls at the 43d percentile on college 
freshman norms. 
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I. Q. scores on the C.M.M. Non-language sub-test ranged 
from 79 to 130 with a standard deviation of 14.243, and a 
mean of 105.96 which falls in the fourth decile on college 
freshman norms. The Language sub-test I. Q. scores ranged 
from 98 to 141 with a standard deviation of 11.093, and 
mean of 115.18 which falls in the sixth decile of college 
freshman norms. The Total I.Q . scores ranged from 100 to 
132 with a standard deviation of 10.505, and a mean of 112.00 
which falls in the sixth decile on college freshman norms. 
The M.P.F.B. Total raw scores ranged from 27 to 55 
with a standard deviation of 15.569, and a mean of 41.55 
which falls at the 45th percentile on coll ege freshman 
norms. 
In general the variability of scores from sub-test to 
sub-test within a given test appears to be consistent. 
Worthy of note is that the only o.s.u. sub-test mean to 
fall below the 50th percentile is Reading Comprehension 
which closely approximates the sub-test percentiles for the 
C2T. Also, the mean differences between t he class of 1953 
and the class of 1954 are only small with the latter 
appearing slightly superior to the former. 
Comparison of the class of 1953 transfers with the 
class of ~ transfers.-- Referring to tables 17 and 18 
above, one may note that the two transfer groups are very 
similar. Except on the Analogies sub-test of the o.s.u. 
and the Total Ivl.P.F.B. the difference favors the class of 
1954. In percentiles the differences range from zero on 
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the Analogies sub-test of the O.S.U. to seven on the M.P.F.B. 
Total. 
Table 19 lists the actual mean raw score differences 
between the two transfer groups for each of the sub-test 
and total scores used in this study. 
The actual mean raw score differences range from 0.034 
on the o.s.u. Analogies sub-test to 5.024 on the Non-
language sub-test of the C.M.M. Table 19 also lists 
standard errors for each of the differences. These standard 
errors range from 2~323 for the mean difference on the 
Total score of the C2T to 6.999 for the mean difference on 
the Same Opposites sub-test of the o.s.u. 
By relating each mean difference to its standard error, 
t's were computed for each of the sub-tests and total 
scores. These t's are presented in Table 19 along with the 
statistical probability for obtaining the given differences. 
The t's range from 0.011 for the Analogies sub-test of the 
o.s.u. to 1.255 for the Non-language sub-test of the C.M.M. 
As can be easily seen in Table 19, none of the mean 
differences even approach the very lenient 0.05 level of 
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Table 19. Significance of the Differences Between Means of 
Psychological Test Scores on 29 Boston University 
Junior College Division Freshman Transfer Students 
Class of 1953 and on 22 Boston University Junior 
College Freshman Transfer Students, Class of 1954. 
Test Differ- Standard t Proba-
ence Error of bility 
Between the Dif-
Means ference 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
osu 
Same Opposites .. ..... 1.126 6.999 0.161 0.8 
Analogies ........... 0.034 3.070 0.011 0 . 9 
Reading Comprehen-
0.384 2.582 0.149 0.8 sion ....... .. .......... 
Total ............... 1.569 6.340 0.247 0.8 
C2T 
Vocabulary ••••••••• 1.373 2.376 0.578 0.5 
Speed of Comprehen-
1.889 2.978 0.634 sion ............... 0.4 
Level of Comprehen-
sion ................ 1.312 2.546 0.515 0.5 
Total ............. .. 1.057 2.323 0.455 0.6 
GriTM 
Non-language I.Q .... 5.024 4.004 . 1.255 0.2 
Language I.Q . . ...... 0.148 3. 568 0.042 0.9 
Total I.Q •••••••••• 2.310 2. 997 0.771 0.4 
MPFB 
Total ••••••••••••• • 1.869 2.677 0 .. 698 0.4 
confidence. In fact, more than nine times out of ten by 
chance alone one could expect to obtain differences as large 
as those reported for the O.S . U. Analogies sub-test and the 
C.M.M. Language sub-test • . Therefore, the null hypothesis 
that the ~ population difference is ~ may not be 
rejected. 
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On the basis of data presented above, the mean differ-
ences between the two transfer groups would appear to be 
mere chance differences due probably to sampling errors~ 
The Junior College Division class of 1953 transfer sample 
does not appear to be significantly different from the 
Junior College class of 1954 transfer sample. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 
Summary of Findings 
Findings presented in the previous chapter are 
summarized in Tables 20 and 21. The data appear to support 
the following conclusions: 
Total Groups.-- Table 20 presents percentiles for both 
classes and the differences in percentiles between the 
classes for each sub-test and total test used in this stud~ 
Mean scores for both the Junior College Division class 
of 1953 and the Junior College class of 1954 on the sub-test 
and total scores of the o.s.u., the C2T, and the C.M.M. fall 
below the 50th percentile on college freshman norms. 
Particularly low are the Reading Comprehension sub-test of 
the o.s.u. and the various sub-tests of the C2T. On all 
sub-tests and totals the Junior College Division class of 
1953 is equal or superior to the Junior College class of 
1954. This superiority is particularly apparent on the 
M.P. F . B. and on the Language sub-test of the C.M.M. \Vhile 
both classes are characterized by low reading skills, 
particular note should be made of the very low reading 
scores for the Junior College class of 1954. 
78 
Table 20. Mean College Fr eshman Percentil e Equivalents for 
Total and Transfer Samples from the Junior College 
Division Class of 1953 and the Junior College 
Class of 1954~ 
Mean College Freshman 
ij 
Percentile 
. :e/ 
Test or Decile Eguivalents 
1953 1954 Dif- 1953 1954 Dif-
N::lQO N=lOO fer- N==29 N==22 fer -
ence . ence 
~ ll (2) (3) ( 4) ( 5) ( 6) (7) 
osu 
Same Opposites ....... 47 33 14 54 59 5 
Analogies ........... 42 30 12 53 53 0 
Reading Comprehen-
3$ sion ................. 32 22 10 39 1 
Total ............. ~ .... 39 27 12 4$ 50 2 
C2T 
Vocabulary • • ••••••• 36 17 19 3$ 43 5 
Speed of Comprehen-
18 sion ............... 29 11 37 43 6 
Level of Comprehen- $ 3$ sion •••••••••••••• 31 23 43 4 
Total ................ 31 l$ 13 39 43 4 
CMM 
Non-language ••••••• 2 2 0 2 4 2 
Language ............ 5 2 3 6 6 0 
Total ............... 4 3 1 5 6 1 
MPFB 
Total •••••••••••••• 69 40 29 52 45 7 
~College freshman percentiles as given in the respective 
test manuals · 
£/College freshman deciles as given in the 1947 C.M.M. manual 
Table 21 presents a summary of critical ratios and 
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Table 21. Summary of Critical Ratios and t's for Total and 
Transfer Samples from the Junior .College Division 
Class of 1953 and the Junior College Class of 
1954 
Total Group Transfer Group 
Test CR Proba- t Proba-
bility bility 
{1} {2} ~ 2 J { ~l ~2} 
osu 
Same Opposites ••••••• 4.355 0.00006 0.161 0.8 
Analogies •••••••••••• 2.648 0.008 0.011 0.9 
Reading Comprehen-
sion •••••••••••••••• 3.641 0.0004 0.149 0.8 
Total •••••••••••••••• 4.204 0.0002 0.247 0.8 
C2T 
Vocabulary ••••••••••• 4.947 0.00006 0.578 0.5 
Speed of Comprehen-
sion •••••••••••••••• 3.055 
Level of Comprehen-
0.003 q.634 0.4 
sion •••••••••••••••• 3.311 0.002 0.515 0.5 
Total •••••••••••••••• 4.301 0.00006 0.455 0.6 
Civ'JM 
Non-language I.Q ...... 0.590 0.555 1.255 0.2 
Language I.Q .......... 3 .. 512 0.0005 0.042 0.9 
Total I • Q • • • • • • • • • • • ·• 2.477 0.01 0.771 0 .4 
MPFB 
Total •••••••••••••••• 3.555 0.0004 0.698 0.4 
probabilities for obtaining the reported differences between 
the two total classes. With the exception of the C.M.M. 
Non-language sub-test all differences between the two 
classes are highly significant. 
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With the single exception mentioned above, the high 
levels of confidence for rejecting the null hypothesis in 
each case justifies the assumption that real differences 
exist between the Junior College Division class of 1953 and 
the Junior College class of 1954. 
Transfer groups.-- Tabie 20 presents percent iles for 
both transfer groups and the differences in percentiles 
between the groups for each sub-test and total test used in 
this study. o.s.u. mean scores for both transfer groups 
fall close to the 50th percentile with the exception of 
Reading Comprehension which closely approximates the level 
for the C2T scores. With the single exception of the M.P.F.B. 
Total, the class of 1954 transfer group appears to be 
slightly superior to the transfer group from the class of 
1953. 
However, as indicated in Table 21, the obtaine·d 
differences between the two transfer grou s are not 
statistically significant. In no case may the null hy-
pothesis be rejected at even the comparatively lenient 0.05 
level of confidence. The probabilities given justify the 
assumption that such differences as are reported are merely 
chance deviations and that in reality there are no real 
differences between the Junior College Divis ion class of 
1953 transfers and the Junior College class of 1954 transfers. 
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Implications of Findings 
Five questions were raised in the first chapter of this 
paper. Answers to three of them are apparent at this time. 
1. To what extent have these changes (i.e., the 
physical separation of the Junior College from the College 
of General Education and the modification of admission 
requirements first by the Junior College Division and later 
by the Junior College) affected the make-up of the student 
population of the Junior College? Assuming that the samples 
used in this study are representative of the total classes 
from which they were drawn, it is obvious that the Junior 
College class of 1954 does not measure up to the reading 
level or to the academic potential level of the Junior 
College Division class of 1953. Referring once again to 
Table 20, column four lists the differences in percentiles 
between the two classes--although no comparison was made 
between the two classes after the removal of transfer groups, 
one may assume that since the transfer groups themselves 
were not significantly different that the remaining non-
transfer groups would be even more dissimilar than they 
were before transfer was effected. This would have 
important implications with regard to the level and type of 
curricular offerings available for the non-transfer students 
at the Junior College. It would suggest · the strengthening 
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of terminal offerings for these students in the sophomore 
year since it is reasonable to expect that proportionately 
fewer of the Junior College class of 1954 students would 
qualify for transfer than did the Junior College Division 
students of 1953. Earlier (Chapter thre~ Table 11) it was 
pointed out that 27.4 per cent of the total class of 1953 
transferred as compared to only 21.6 per cent of the class 
of 1954. In light of the differences between the two total 
classes, question number two is raised: 
2. Are the students selected for transfer to the College 
of General Education and the School of Education of the same 
academic potential as those transferred before these changes 
were effected? Assuming that the samples are representative 
of the total group of transfer students from each of the 
classes, it appears that the Junior College class of 1954 
transfer group is of the same academic potential as the 
Junior College Division class of 1953 transfer group. The 
smaller percentage of students transferred from the class 
of 1954 appears to reflect the fact that a selective process 
independent of the number of students involved is operative 
in determining how many students shall be transferred. 
While more students, by actual count, were transferred from 
the class of 1954, they actually represented a smaller 
percentage of the total class than did those students 
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selected for transfer from the class of 1953. It is t o be 
expected that the students transferred from the class of 
1954 should be as successful as the students transferred 
from the class of 1953. Asswning that the Junior College 
Division class of 1953 was not significantly different from 
other Junior College Division classes, the findings 
presented in chapter two, page 37 may give some indication 
of expected achievement at the College of General Educat ion 
by the latest group of transfer students. 
3- Can objective test scores be utili~ed in establish-
ing a more effective selection of students for transf er? 
The data herein presented do not justify a definite answer 
to this question. The effectiveness of present methods of 
selection has yet to be conclusively demonstrated. Follow-
up of past students seems to indicate reasonable success in 
the selection of students qualified to go on to four years 
of coll ege. In any event, it would seem that re-test r ather 
than entrance test results should be utilized if such a step 
seems advisable, since most students admitted to the Junior 
College stand to benefit measurably from the work offered, 
particularly in remedial communications areas. 
4. Are the programs nmv being offered by the Junior 
College on a level suited to the academic potential of 
students nm'l being admitted to the College? As with 
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question three, this study is not directly concerned with 
this subject. However, the very fact that a certain per-
centage of the student body each year qualifies for transfer 
and goes on to other schools would suggest that , at least 
for them, the progrrun in the freshman year is at an 
appropriate level. It might be appropriate at this time, 
in light of the marked differences between the two classes 
reported in this study, particularly the low reading skill 
level of the class of 1954 when compared to previous classes, 
to examine critically at least the terminal offerings of the 
college. 
5. Are the results of Junior College Division research 
and experience directly applicable to the new Junior 
College? Inasmuch as the transfer groups from the two 
classes are alike, it would appear that previous findings 
as to the success of freshman transfers should be applicable 
and useful. However, in light of the significant differ-
ences found between the two classes as a whole before 
removing the transfer groups, care should be taken in 
applying the results of any previous research concerning 
the make-up of Junior College Division classes. Particular 
care should be exercised in interpreting the results of 
follow-up studies of Junior College Division graduates. It 
would appear from the significantly lower academic potential . 
(as measured by the tests used in this study) of students 
admitted to the Junior College class of 1954 that in the 
future one might expect to find more students terminating 
their formal education upon graduation from the Junior 
College. While they might go on to technical or trade 
schools, fewer students should be going on to four-year 
programs on the collegiate level. 
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This study has demonstrated conclusively the relatively 
low level communications skills typical of two Boston 
University Junior College classes. Because of the remedial 
aspects of the Junior College program, many students are able 
to improve their reading skills and thereby utilize previously 
unrealized academic potential in qualifying for transfer. 
At the time this · is \vritten direct transfer during 
the fres~man year for these students is only possible to 
the School of Education and to the College of General 
Education within Boston University. Those students who 
wish to continue their studies at the College of Business 
Administration or the College of Liberal Arts must first 
complete a year of study at the College of General Education. 
This procedure forces the student not only to adjust 
successfully and demonstrate his effectiveness at the 
Junior College, but also to complete successfully a year 
of study in one of the most verbal programs offered by the 
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University-- the College of General Education. And further, 
the student is required to make a third adjustment to a 
completely different college all within the same University 
setting~ 
It is here proposed that the time is long since past 
when the University should have opened the doors to all of 
its undergraduate schools and colleges to the Junior College 
student who has qualified for transfer. 
By way of summary, this study has conclusively 
demonstrated that (1) the present Junior College is admit-
ting a body of students characteri~sd by significantly 
lower reading skill levels and less academic potential as 
a total group than was the Junior College Division; (2)at 
the same time, the present Junior College is selecting for 
transfer during the freshman year groups of students highly 
comparable to those selected for transfer by the Junior 
College Division. 
Limitations of the Study 
Samples.-- The size of the two total study groups 
(N=lOO) is such that one would expect the groups to be 
representative of the populations from which they were drawn. 
However , many factors beyond the control of the writer may 
have conspired to influence the sample. In selecting the 
8? 
sample, many names could not be included because of in-
complete test data. The class lists used were first-
semester registration lists--no allowance was made for 
drop-outs, both voluntary and involuntary as well as students 
who transferred to schools outside of Boston University. 
Veteran status and age, which may well be determining 
factors, were not controlled in selecting the samples. 
Further, if we grant that the two samples may well be 
representative enough of their respective classes to justify 
generalizations concerning the class as .a whole, there is 
no evidence that they are representative of other classes. 
The very low reading abilities of some of the students 
might well raise some questions concerning the validity of 
paper and pencil measures of their aptitudes. Further, the 
validity of the tests themselves may be such as to lower 
the over-all validity of this study. 
Procedures.-- As with most studies of this type, more 
questions are raised than are answered by procedures 
employed. The transfer samples used in this study were 
drawn from lists made up of all students who qualified 
for transfer during the school year. Actually two transfers 
are made each year, in January and in June. A comparison 
of the January and June transfer groups might yield 
statistically significant differences.. Other factors such 
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as actual g~ade point achievement records in high school, 
the Junior Co.llege, and in the senior college in the case 
of transfer students would yield valuable information 
concerning the over-all effectiveness of the Junior College 
admissions and transfer procedures. A comparison of the 
transfer groups to the non-transfer groups might lead to 
the improvement of transfer selection. 
Suggestions for Further Research 
One study currently under \"'ay at the Junior College is 
concerned with the relationship of transfer students to the 
total class of 1955. It is suggested that the results of 
this paper might be incorporated into the study under way, 
thereby providing a three-year comparison of total classes 
and transfer groups. 
A comprehensive study should be undertaken to determine 
the relationship of high-school achievement and various 
standardized objective test data to achievement and transfer 
at the Junior College. Such a study should be supplemented 
by an intensive analysis of the relationship of non-
intellective factors, particularly personality, to achiev~­
ment and transfer. Reading indices should be determined for 
all of the reading materials used at the Junior Co~lege to 
determine the suitability of such materials for the non-
transfer students. 
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Studies should be set up to determine the factors 
making for successful achievement at each of the schools and 
col l eges of Boston University in an attempt to determine 
weights for each of the factors~ Once determined it would 
t hen seem logical to compare Junior College students to the 
various weights with an eye toward eventually setting up 
criteria for direct transfer to each school from the Junior 
College. 
Annual and semi-annual follow-up procedures should be 
established to guarantee continued evaluation of the 
effectiveness of transfer selection as well as the adequacy 
of terminal offerings of the Junior College. 
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GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE 
Summary of Raw Test Scores for the Sample of 100 Boston University 
Junior College Students Drawn From the Class of 1953 
Raw Test Scores 
--
California Iv'IM Ohio State Psrch. CooEerative C2T Minn.PFB 
. fJ .1. 1. T. so A RC T v sc LC T 
(2l L2l ( 4} ~ 2) { ol . { zJ ~ 81 ( 2} ( 10 J ( lll {12l { 121 
108 107 108 19 20 37 76 53 53 57 54 36 
99 113 111 17 25 25 67 56 62 59 58 35 
113 118 116 18 28 26 72 56 49 52 52 52 
99 121 113 19 19 27 65 62 56 57 59 40 
97 95 96 . 12 15 30 57 41 55 54 50 28 
118 111 115 15 20 29 64 50 55 51 52 59 
82 101 95 15 10 29 54 42 57 58 52 26 
97 106 104 8 15 25 48 45 48 51 48 44 
79 119 103 21 13 18 52 50 37 38 40 31 
113 119 118 15 19 25 59 53 53 54 53 47 
89 98 95 17 11 21 49 43 48 52 47 30 
110 105 107 21 21 23 65 53 50 54 53 20 
89 111 104 "17 13 23 53 55 48 52 52 49 
108 116 113 11 22 38 71 53 48 47 49 46 
. 70 58 75 16 20 17 53 52 48 50 50 28 
120 124 122 18 29 33 80 52 60 57 56 47 
93 122 111 25 21 22 68 64 50 45 53 49 
113 102 106 15 8 20 43 46 54 52 51 59 
108 108 108 23 17 18 58 52 45 42 46 26 
95 108 104 18 14 24 56 51 57 49 52 42 
121 119 121 18 20 22 60 57 50 50 49 60 c.o ~ 
GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE (continued) 
Raw Test Scores 
--
PuEi1 California F-11-1 Ohio State Ps~ch~ Coo:Qerative C2T IVJ:inn.PFB · 
N.L. 1. T. So A RC! T v sc Eo T 
p:~ P~J Dl ~~l ( 5 J {51 CZJ {81 ~ 2 J { IO:J { 11 J {12) {I~J 
22 105 99 101 24 11 14 49 61 61 62 62 42 
23 87 113 104 7 17 21 45 47 50 51 49 41 
24 99 119 112 11 16 27 54 48 62 56 55 48 
25 89 106 100 7 18 21 46 45 46 42 43 23 
26 116 102 107 13 16 25 54 51 53 53 52 60 
27 89 119 108 23 17 23 68 63 56 52 57 49 
28 79 87 84 20 19 19 58 47 35 35 37 24 
29 86 111 102 13 12 18 43 57 50 50 52 42 
30 63 111 89 13 9 8 30 56 53 54 54 27 
31 87 111 103 19 20 19 58 61 48 52 53 33 
32 120 119 120 18 11 24 53 52 54 50 52 50 
33 104 102 108 25 33 22 80 60 48 42 50 49 
34 93 105 101 22 19 26 67 55 53 52 53 57 
35 93 111 105 14 11 24 49 47 49 50 48 41 
36 110 98 102 15 14 15 44 46 39 40 40 52 
37 121 101 108 11 22 21 54 45 46 47 45 41 
38 87 115 104 16 29 31 76 51 63 63 59 32 
39 113 108 110 11 27 21 59 53 50 53 52 52 
40 93 108 104 21 7 23 51 55 47 49 50 39 
41 110 113 112 12 13 20 45 45 57 52 51 lr3 
42 113 111 112 25 29 39 93 59 80 62 68 42 
43 93 99 97 14 16 23 53 52 45 48 48 27 
44 80 101 93 13 3 18 34 50 47 48 48 24 
45 105 115 111 19 16 25 60 46 51 52 50 48 ~ ~~ 
GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE (continued) 
Raw Test Scores 
--
Pupil California MM Ohio State Ps~ch. Coo:eerative C2T Minn.PFB 
N.L. L • . T. so A RC T v SC LC T 
[1} ~2! L2l ~~J { 5 J { 5J CZJ ~ 8} { 2 J {lOJ (11} {12} ( 1~ J 
46 95 116 108 14 14 24 52 49 57 56 54 39 
47 105 118 113 18 30 18 66 55 50 52 52 30 
48 95 105 102 18 22 25 67 6J 57 57 59 38 
49 93 111 105 15 36 24 75 52 44 47 47 31 
50 97 125 116 16 20 27 63 52 48 52 51 61 
51 89 105 99 17 19 25 61 45 53 69 55 52 
52 124 118 121 20 34 27 81 75 52 56 61 56 
53 120 104 110 15 18 21 54 44 50 49 47 44 
54 75 100 90 23 23 19 65 46 54 54 51 39 
55 77 130 108 34 42 35 111 80 76 72 77 . 32 
56 110 102 105 16 9 27 52 55 56 56 56 57 
57 113 105 108 24 12 21 57 52 64 58 58 30 
58 95 105 101 21 22 24 67 51 49 49 50 41 
59 91 93 93 16 15 28 59 59 68 67 65 34 
60 105 101 103 8 19 16 43 46 47 50 47 49 
61 91 96 95 26 35 37 98 61 68 61 64 48 
62 113 104 107 18 25 24 67 53 62 54 56 49 
63 105 129 120 25 37 17 79 56 46 49 50 35 
64 110 113 112 15 20 23 58 46 53 56 52 49 
65 116 122 120 20 22 32 74 59 62 63 62 50 
66 95 118 110 17 15 51 63 53 67 61 61 42 
67 95 105 102 10 14 20 44 45 49 51 48 49 68 99 106 104 9 19 24 52 47 55 54 52 - r.o 
Oj 
GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE (continued) 
Raw Test Scores 
--
PuEil California :MM Ohio State Pszch. Cooperative C2T Minn~PFB 
N.Le L. T. so A R~ T v -sc EC T (I J {2J { ~} { ~} { ~ l t oJ ( 7 J {8J (2l {lOJ {IlJ {12} (121 
69 66 89 79 16 15 15 46 47 49 53 49 15 
70 110 124 119 19 6 20 45 50 58 52 53 44 
tr-# 75 110 97 19 15 4 38 58 51 55 54 43 108 108 108 20 30 19 69 50 54 56 53 48 
73 95 121 111 19 24 15 58 45 52 56 51 44 
74 80 107 97 17 17 26 60 55 80 64 67 58 
75 84 110 100 14 10 18 42 50 67 60 59 47 
76 105 108 108 16 19 19 54 49 47 45· 47 35 
77 95 116 108 18 18 24 60 52 60 61 58 31 
78 103 110 108 16 27 28 71 54 51 53 53 45 
79 87 128 111 24 38 36 98 55 49 49 51 34 
80 110 110 110 24 34 13 71 54 44 47 48 47 
81 93 143 123 28 39 45 112 64 71 69 69 52 
82 113 140 129 28 49 41 118 69 77 75 75 48 
83 82 116 103 26 22 28 76 46 59 61 55 38 
84 118 138 130 26 40 40 106 63 68 61 64 48 
85 77 105 95 24 31 31 86 63 63 54 57 37 
86 120 113 116 12 15 23 50 45 55 57 52 48 
87 99 102 102 17 15 31 63 45 35 35 37 43 
88 103 113 110 12 23 24 59 49 48 50 49 26 
89 84 103 97 9 17 28 54 60 50 54 55 45 
90 120 140 132 25 32 37 94 56 58 52 55 55 
91 77 121 103 25 28 25 78 67 48 52 56 34 
92 105 115 111 17 32 39 88 59 61 67 63 38 .. - ~ 
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GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE (concluded) 
Raw Test Scores 
Pu12il California MM Ohio State Psych. CooEerative C2T N.t. L. T. so A RC T v SC I:C T 
~I l {2) {~} { !t l { ~} { oJ CzJ {8} { 9} { lOJ { 11} {12} 
93 124 122 123 20 24 18 62 59 54 52 ' 55 
94 120 102 108 12 14 30 56 52 56 56 55 
95 97 98 98 13 13 17 43 45 50 32 49 
96 105 92 97 6 4 9 19 44 39 42 41 
97 110 95 99 12 12 16 40 50 53 47 48 
98 95 111 106 15 17 17 49 41 56 51 49 
99 108 124 118 27 28 31 86 65 60 62 63 
100 110 125 120 24 21 32 77 65 53 56 58 
Minn. PFB 
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GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE 
Summary of Raw Test Scores for the Sample of 100 Boston University 
Junior College Students Drawn From the Class of 1954 
Raw Test Scores 
--
Converted Minn. 
PuEil California l~ California MM Ohio State Ps!ch. CooEerative C2T PFB 
NE }JL so R~ v sc LC T L T L T A T 
{ ll {2} {21 { !± l { 2 1 ~ ol { 71 P~l { 9} { 10 J ( 11 J r 12Hl3J { 1!± l { 121 { 1o l 
1 111 101 105 117 102 108 17 22 19 58 51 53 51 52 55 
2 107 97 100 113 98 103 14 21 24 59 42 47 49 46 40 
3 100 101 101 105 102 104 18 23 27 68 50 47 49 48 39 
4 96 105 101 98 106 104 15 7 17 39 42 42 44 42 49 
5 95 103 99 97 104 101 16 16 16 48 39 50 50 46 33 6 99 100 99 101 101 101 6 10 16 22 40 46 48 43 31 
7 88 84 86 88 85 86 12 9 13 34 39 35 35 34 45 
8 119 101 107 127 102 111 8 38 34 80 53 45 48 48 31 
9 84 90 88 83 91 89 9 11 18 38 46 44 47 45 43 
10 75 90 83 74 91 83 6 10 16 32 45 41 44 42 27 
11 119 103 108 127 104 112 17 26 23 66 55 48 45 49 47 
12 97 108 104 99 110 107 15 15 18 48 55 58 54 56 29 
13 100 98 . 99 105 99 101 16 12 18 46 36 47 45 42 36 
14 104 99 101 109 100 104 10 10 11 31 48 47 47 47 53 
15 100 107 104 105 109 107 13 11 13 37 50 55 55 53 31 
16 97 104 101 99 105 104 13 17 8 38 51 60 62 58 20 
17 89 95 93 89 96 94 14 14 15 43 45 47 48 46 32 ~ "..~ 
GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE (continued) 
Raw Test Scores 
--
Converted Minn . 
Pu:Eil California !'-1M . California IVIM Ohio State Psich. Coo:Eerative C2T PFB 
NL L T NL 1 T so A RC T v sc LC T {IJ ~2J {2l ( ~J ~ 2l ~ 0 J (7} { 8 J {2} {10) {11) {12Hl2H14Hl5J {loJ 
18 84 93 89 83 94 90 2 23 17 42 44 47 47 45 34 
19 100 108 105 105 110 108 19 16 18 53 45 47 50 47 44 
20 89 106 99 89 108 101 10 23 14 47 44 35 35 36 36 
21 96 98 97 98 99 99 19 19 3 41 45 47 49 47 20 
22 83 104 95 83 105 97 18 15 19 52 52 53 53 53 46 
23 122 119 120 130 122 125 19 15 20 54 48 51 50 50 47 
24 89 87 89 89 88 90 13 16 16 45 40 46 49 44 35 
25 102 93 97 107 94 99 9 14 13 36 42 47 49 45 7 
26 86 96 92 85 97 93 9 19 18 46 39 42 44 40 39 
27 89 110 101· 89 112 104 11 10 13 34 36 51 45 43 41 
28 79 91 85 78 92 85 13 12 15 40 45 47 47 46 27 
29 84 104 96 83 105 98 9 12 19 40 39 47 47 43 39 
30' 104 103 103 109 104 106 22 11 31 64 53 46 49 49 47 
31 107 112 100 113 114 103 25 29 28 82 53 61 54 56 34 
32 104 117 111 109 119 115 14 19 15 48 48 62 54 55 35 
33 88 89 88 88 90 89 8 6 8 22 44 41 42 44 34 
34 97 101 99 99 102 101 8 21 13 44 45 53 51 · 50 18 
J5 116 114 115 124 116 120 20 17 33 70 54 57 58 56 45 
36 105 105 105 110 106 108 11 21 18 50 42 41 44 41 37 
37 83 95 90 82 96 91 12 15 22 49 41 49 46 45 32 
38 114 105 108 122 106 112 16 19 25 60 47 57 51 52 46 
39 105 99 102 110 100 105 11 17 13 41 45 51 51 48 38 
40 93 97 95 93 98 97 7 17 21 45 45 46 49 46 25 ~ 0 
0 
GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE (continued) 
Ra't'r Test Scores 
--
Converted Ivlinn. 
Pupil California MM California r-1r11 Ohio State Ps~ch. CooEerative C2T PFB 
NL L T F1L L T So A tiC T 'i/ sC I:C T { 1 ~ t 2' ~2l ~ !t l { 5 J { oJ LZl {8J { 2 J ~ 10 l { 11} { 12 n 12 n l!t n I2 1 t 1o 1 
41 73 96 86 72 97 86 8 8 15 31 45 39 47 41 20 
42 81 93 88 80 94 89 15 12 29 56 43 52 56 50 36 
43 110 103 105 116 104 108 11 19 17 47 39 41 44 40 37 
tn 44 99 101 100 101 102 103 11 6 13 30 42 39 38 38 39 0 t:c' D' 'J 45 95 91 93 97 92 94 10 11 13 14 45 45 44 44 36 0 ~~-0 ,, 46 83 98 87 82 99 87 12 18 21 51 53 50 53 52 35 1-' 0 
1::"1 ~ 47 93 99 97 93 100 99 12 10 17 39 36 38 36 34 32 1-'· 0 O" H, :-
'1 ; 48 89 110 101 89 112 104 12 20 21 53 45 53 50 49 38 Ill t=1 r ~ 
'1 p.. .-· 49 105 101 103 110 102 106 13 12 29 54 50 50 49 50 33 ~~ ' o . 50 81 101 93 80 102 94 11 8 18 37 47 49 53 50 31 ~ -r+ 89 108 89 26 48 1-' · 51 100 110 103 11 10 47 54 44 47 34 c 
t: 52 93 101 98 93 102 100 7 6 21 34 42 49 42 40 27 
53 75 89 82 74 90 82 10 7 10 27 42 44 47 43 17 
54 89 90 90 89 91 91 13 13 13 39 41 42 42 42 35 
55 100 112 107 105 114 111 21 21 22 64 59 62 63 62 35 
56 88 93 90 88 94 91 9 19 34 52 43 47 49 46 31 
57 93 103 98 93 104 100 16 19 20' 55 49 51 55 52 45 
58 105 106 105 110 108 108 9 25 14 48 43 41 44 42 43 
59 99 107 104 101 109 107 16 11 24 51 51 54 51 52 46 
60 89 97 94 89 98 96 11 15 18 44 49 42 40 43 43 
61 72 105 108 71 106 112 16 19 25 60 47 57 51 52 35 
62 75 98 89 74 99 90 7 5 25 37 40 54 55 50 22 ~ 
63 . 104 104 104 109 105 107 22 16 18 56 55 51 55 54 27 0 ~ 
GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE (continued) 
Raw Test Scores 
--
Converted Minn. 
PuEil California MM California MM Ohio State Psych. CooEerative C2T PFB 
NL L T NL 1 T So A RC T V SC LC T 
{ll {2} { ~! {~l { 5l { ol {7J {8} { 2 J { 101 { 11 ~ { 12 H 1~ H 1!:fJ ( 121 I 1o l 
64 89 107 99 89 109 101 20 28 35 83 52 56 56 55 36 
65 95 97 96 97 98 98 14 15 17 46 46 47 48 47 38 
66 84 90 88 83 91 89 12 8 17 37 42 47 48 45 34 
67 104 117 111 109 119 115 15 16 21 52 49 50 50 50 43 
68 110 103 105 116 104 108 15 10 20 45 43 47 49 46 48 
69 86 100 95 85 101 97 8 6 6 20 45 52 56 51 49 
70 100 105 103 105 106 106 16 35 28 79 52 54 53 53 46 
71 88 100 95 88 101 97 11 16 16 43 45 35 35 37 37 
72 100 99 98 105 100 100 4 12 14 30 36 45 48 42 36 
73 114 105 108 122 106 112 12 14 23 49 55 42 45 47 42 
74 99 104 102 101 105 105 7 14 16 37 49 35 35 38 . 34 
75 95 99 97 97 100 99 10 13 16 39 43 47 47 45 25 
76 100 110 106 105 112 110 8 9 15 32 48 52 51 51 40 
77 97 108 104 99 110 107 14 9 24 47 51 51 45 49 29 
78 72 93 84 71 94 84 7 9 19 35 48 61 45 51 30 tr~ 116 119 . 118 124 122 123 23 26 39 88 52 63 72 63 49 
80 93 105 99 93 106 101 10 21 34 64 49 56 55 53 32 
81 100 124 114 105 127 119 24 19 36 79 59 68 62 64 28 
82 99 114 107 101 116 111 23 38 24 85 58 55 59 58 27 
83 104 110 108 109 112 112 28 31 36 95 61 83 66 71 48 
84 84 108 98 83 110 100 15 16 14 .45 54 51 45 50 26 
85 88 107 99 88 109 101 10 7 28 45 52 59 53 55 37 ~ 86 110 105 106 116 106 110 16 13 20 49 56 61 63 60 48 0 
·~ 
GENERAL PURPOSE TABLE (concluded) 
Raw Test Scores 
--
Converted 
Pupil California MM California MM Ohio State Psych. 
NL L T NL L T so A RC T 
{ 1~ {21 Dl {!!:l { 21 ~ oJ {ZJ { 8J {2J tlo} {lll 
87 122 129 127 130 132 132 28 42 42 112 
88 105 110 108 110 112" 112 21 32 28 81 
89 110 109 110 116 111 114 19 30 18 67 
90 104 138 124 109 141 129 30 44 20 94 
91 114 132 125 122 135 130 27 45 43 115 
92 114 106 108 122 108 112 19 . 24 23 66 
93 114 125 121 122 128 126 16 15 25 56 
94 80 112 98 79 114 100 23 25 30 78 
95 99 104 102 101 105 105 12 15 20 47 
96 81 110 98 80 112 100 25 32 22 79 
97 104 108 106 109 110 110 18 18 22 58 
98 104 118 112 109 120 117 15 5 28 48 
99 96 99 98 98 100 100 19 11 16 46 
100 100 97 98 105 98 100 18 19 17 54 
Minn. 
Coo~erative Q2T PFB 
v sc LC T 
( 12l { 13} { 1~ J ( 15 J · ~lo) 
74 81 73 76 38 
51 60 58 56 50 
53 57 61 57 51 . 
69 60 55 52 47 
71 60 54 ·62 47 
46 50 54 50 51 
52 50 52 ·51 44 
59 62 •55 59 55 
47 37 35 38 38 
60 47 50 52 38 
49 42 45 44 41 
53 67 57 59 44 
52 48 52 51 38 
45 52 53 50 37 
~ 
0 
~ 
